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Abstract  
Hitchhiking   travel   has   received   little   interest   from   tourism   researchers   despite   its  
association  with   backpacker   travel   and   its   (re)emergence   as   a   tourism   practice   in  
recent   years,   especially   in   China.   Literature   suggests   that   gender   is   an   important  
aspect  of  hitchhiking.  The  female  hitchhikers,  like  other  female  travellers  and  tourists,  
are  both  constrained   by  and   resistant   to  gender  norms.  However,   this  has   seldom  
been  examined   in  a   critical   approach.  Building  on   Judith  Butler’s   theory   of  gender  
performativity  and  her  conception  of  vulnerability,  this  research  seeks  to  provide  a  
critical   account  of  how  hitchhiking   travel   in   contemporary  China   is  articulated  and  
experienced   in   gendered   and   sexualised   ways.   Butler   offers   a   critical   account   of  
‘agency’  and  a  queer  intervention  in  gender  studies,  which  are  valuable  in  addressing  
the  agency-­‐as-­‐free-­‐actions  formulation  and  the  heterosexual  presumption  seen  in  the  
understanding  of  gender  in  hitchhiking  or  tourism  in  general.     
  
Empirical  data  were  collected  through  participant  observation  and  interviews  during  
an  (auto)ethnographic  field  study  undertaken  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  in  
China  and  analysed  through  writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry  –  a  ‘queer’  analytic  method  
that  allows  the  ‘crossing’  of  thematic  analysis,  Foucauldian  discourse  analysis  and  self-­‐
narratives.  The  findings  suggest  that  the  ‘truth’  of  hitchhiking  and  being  a  hitchhiker  
is  produced  through  storytelling  as  a  form  of  discursive  power.  Such  discursive  power  
set  up   the   subjectivities   in  which   the   female  and   the  male  hitchhikers  understand  
themselves  as  vulnerable  and  invulnerable  respectively.  The  (in)vulnerability,  far  from  
being   the   essential   features   of   the   gendered   hitchhiking   subjects,   is   differentially  
distributed  to  the  female  and  male  hitchhikers  as  the  consequence  of  certain  power  
regimes,  particularly  normative  heterosexuality  and  the  principle  of  reciprocity.  These  
power   regimes   also   operate   to   marginalise   non-­‐heteronormative,   or   specifically  
homosexual  subjects  in  hitchhiking  travel.  This  research  as  a  whole  demonstrates  an  
alternative   approach   to   understating   gender   in   tourism   that   may   invoke   valuable  
debates  in  tourism  gender  scholarship.  
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Chapter  1  Introduction  
1.1  Background  and  Rationale  of  the  Research:  Asking  for  Trouble  
  
To  make  trouble  was,  within  the  reigning  discourse  of  my  childhood,  something  
one  should  never  do  precisely  because  that  would  get  one  in  trouble.  The  rebellion  
and  its  reprimand  seemed  to  be  caught  up  in  the  same  terms,  a  phenomenon  that  
gave  rise  to  my  first  critical  insight  into  the  subtle  ruse  of  power:  the  prevailing  
law  threatened  one  with  trouble,  even  put  one  in  trouble,  all  to  keep  one  out  of  
trouble.  Hence,  I  concluded  that  trouble  is  inevitable  and  the  task,  how  best  to  
make  it,  what  best  way  to  be  in  it.     
-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐  Judith  Butler,  Gender  Trouble  
  
Hitchhiking  bears  senses  of  trouble.  It  used  to  be  a  significant  phenomenon,  especially  
during  and  shortly  after  the  counter-­‐culture  era  in  the  Western  societies.  Influenced  
by  the  ideology  of  counter-­‐culture,  hitchhiking  was  practiced  by  tens  of  thousands  of  
young  people  in  searching  for  escape,  freedom,  adventure,  discovery  and  authenticity  
(Carlson,  1972;  Greenley  &  Rice,  1974;  Mahood,  2014;  2016;  Miller,  1973;  Mukerji,  
1978;  Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974)  –  what  Packer  (2008)  referred  to  as  ‘romance  of  
the  road’.  Gradually,  however,  this  hitchhiking  phenomenon  became  to  be  viewed  by  
the  mainstream  society  as  a  social  problem  of  youth  deviance  (Miller,  1973;  Mahood;  
2014;   Packer,   2008;   Rinbolucri,   1974).   There   were   concerns   that   these   relentless  
youths,   by   embracing   the   hitchhiking   subculture,   were   “deliberately   ruining   their  
futures”  (Mahood,  2014,  p.222,  also  see  Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  Later  in  the  
early  1970s,  hitchhiking  was  rearticulated  particularly  by  the  media  as  a  dangerous  
practice,  and  in  a  highly  gendered  way:  females’  hitchhiking  was  widely  represented  
as  asking  for  trouble,  that  is,  rape  (Greenley  &  Rice,  1974;  Mahood,  2014;  Miller,  1973;  
Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  The  notion  that  hitchhiking  was  dangerous  especially  
for  women  has   contributed   significantly   to   the  decline   of   hitchhiking   as   a   popular  
cultural  form  from  roughly  the  mid-­‐1970s  onward  and  has  remained  as  a  ‘truth’  about  
hitchhiking  to  date,  rendering  contemporary  hitchhiking  eccentric  (Chesters  &  Smith,  
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2001;   Packer,   2008).   As   Packer   (2008)   insightfully   summarised,   despite   that  
hitchhiking  continues  to  be  practiced,  “[i]t  is  assumed  that  no  one  does  hitchhike  and  
that  we  all  know  why  it  is  avoided”  (p.109).  This  sense  of  (gender)  trouble  appears  also  
in   hitchhiking   travel   in   contemporary   China,   an   emerging   form  of   travel   especially  
among  Chinese  backpackers  that,  nevertheless,  cannot  be  entirely  dissociated  from  
hitchhiking  culture  in  the  West  (Deng,  2017;  Fu,  2014;  Zhang  et  al.,  2017),  as  similar  
accounts   of   females’   hitchhiking   as   dangerous   can   be   seen   among   the   numerous  
information  on  hitchhiking  travel  shared  in  the  cyberspace  in  China  (see  Chapter  2).        
  
The   study   of   contemporary   hitchhiking   has   received   little   interest   in   academia  
(especially   in   China),   although   in   recent   years   the   potential   of   hitchhiking   being   a  
research  topic  has  been  pointed  out  by  both  Western  (Laviolette,  2014;  O’Regan,  2012)  
and  Chinese  scholars  (Deng,  2017;  Fu,  2014).  In  tourism  research,  in  particular,  there  
has  been  a  puzzling  lack  of  attention  to  the  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking  in  spite  of  its  
well-­‐acknowledged   association  with   (early)   backpacker   travel   (Adler,   1985;   Cohen,  
1972;  1973;  Loker-­‐Murphy  &  Pearce,  1995;  Riley,  1988;  Vogt,  1976).  This  situation,  
interestingly,  seems  to  be  reminiscent  of  the  statement  made  by  Packer  (2008)  about  
hitchhiking:   it   is  assumed  that  no  one  does  research  on  hitchhiking  and  that  we  all  
know   why   it   is   avoided.   In   this   sense,   perhaps   this   research   about   gender   and  
hitchhiking  travel  in  China  can  be  seen  as  asking  for  trouble.  Tribe  (2006,  p.375)  argued:     
  
Tourism  research  carries  with  it  a  subtle  power  to  define:  to  skew:  to  objectify:  to  
foreground  some   issues   leaving  others  untouched:  to   legitimize  some  methods  
casting  others  to  the  periphery:  to  privilege  some  groups  while  excluding  others  
and  to  tell  stories  in  particularistic  ways.  
  
On   the   one   hand,   the   hitchhiking   traveller   may   not   be   recognised   as   a   ‘proper’  
research  object  for  tourism  research,  as  hitchhiking  travel  seems  inconsistent  to  the  
privileged   topics   such   as   tourism   development   and   tourism   marketing   in   China’s  
tourism  study  (Andreu,  Claver  &  Quer,  2010;  Bao,  Chen  &  Ma,  2014;  Tsang  &  Hsu,  
2011;  Xie,  2003;  Zhong,  Wu  &  Morrison,  2015).  On  the  other  hand,  the  significance  of  
gender  remains  largely  neglected  and  gender  research  continues  to  be  marginalised  
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in  tourism  scholarship  (Figueroa-­‐Domecq  et  al.,  2015;  Pritchard,  2004;  2014;  2018).  In  
particular,   the   pressure   of   citation   metrics   in   academia   renders   tourism   gender  
research,  which  has  low  levels  of  citations  (Figueroa-­‐Domecq  et  al.,  2015),  undesirable,  
especially  among  early   career  academics  and  doctoral   students,   to   the  extent   that  
focusing  on  gender  in  one’s  research  is  considered  as  tantamount  to  career  suicide  
(Prichard  &  Morgan,  2017;  Pritchard,  2018).  In  China’s  tourism  research  gender  has  
acquired  even  less  research  interest  (Tang  &  Zhu,  2007;  Xu  &  Gu,  2018),  which  is  partly  
due  to  the   low  awareness  of  gender   issues  among  female  (let  along  male)  tourism  
academics  (Xu,  Wang  &  Ye,  2017).  As  such,  to  secure  a  place  (or  indeed  a  position)  in  
academia   through   a   tourism   gender   study   in   a   Chinese   context   is   unlikely   to   be   a  
trouble-­‐free  choice.     
  
Nevertheless,  I  undertake  this  research  with  the  belief  that  such  troubles  are  not  only  
inevitable  but  also  necessary.  First,  it  is  of  great  importance  to  ‘trouble’  the  repetition  
of   the   “taken-­‐for-­‐granted   composition   of   tourism   and   hospitality”   which   is   about  
“tidying  up”  and  “sustaining”  (e.g.  developing,  managing,  planning  and  promoting),  
and  take  the  “untidiness”  and  “disrupting”  into  serious  consideration,  because  “all  this  
tidying  up  –  no  matter  how  well  intentioned  –  sweeps  the  generative  possibilities  of  
tourism  under  the  rug  and  ensures  that  we  will  continue  to  repeat  existing  patterns  
of  governance  and  inequality”  (Veijola  et  al.,  2014,  p.3).  This  research  follows  the  call  
for   welcoming   the   untidy   guest   in   tourism   (Veijola   et   al.,   2014).   I   hope   that   my  
research  on  the  hitchhiking  traveller  as  the  untidy  guest  can  expose  the  messiness  and  
possibilities  beneath  the  clean  and  tidy  surface  of  tourism  and  tourism  research,  and  
that  an  understanding  of  hitchhiking  travel,  which  has  thus  far  been  largely  excluded  
from   tourism   research,   may   shed   light   on   “alternative,   perhaps   radical,   ways   of  
connecting  with  others,  ourselves  and  our  environments”  that  are  urgently  needed  
when  confronted  with  “the  unexpected,  the  unfamiliar  or  the  illegible”  (Veijola  et  al.,  
2014;  p,3).     
  
Second,   gender-­‐conscious   research   is   indispensable   for   not   only   uncovering   the  
gendered  nature  of  the  discourses  and  practices   in  tourism  but  also   ‘troubling’   the  
masculinist  traditions  of  tourism  research.  On  the  one  hand,  regardless  of  the  growth  
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of  gender   studies   in   the  past   three  decades  or   so   in   the   field  of   tourism   research,  
gender,  as  abovementioned,  is  still  an  unpopular  area  for  tourism  inquiries  (Figueroa-­‐
Domecq   et   al.,   2015),   especially   when   compared   to,   say,   industry-­‐oriented  
development   and   ICT   research   (Lew,   Hall   &  Williams,   2014).   Consequently,   many  
aspects  of  gender  in  tourism  remains  unexplored.  For  instance,  it  is  pointed  out  that  
tourism  gender  research  has  mostly  focused  on  women,  whilst  men  and  masculinity  
in  tourism  has  received  little  attention  (Cohen  &  Cohen,  2019;  Figueroa-­‐Domecq  et  al.,  
2015;  Pritchard  et  al.,  2007).  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  pointed  out  that  today  tourism  
academia  is  a  male  dominated  field  where  women’s  voice  remains  largely  unheard  (Ek  
&  Larson,  2017;  Munar  et  al.,  2015;  Pritchard  &  Morgan,  2017).  This,  as  indicated  by  
Pritchard  (2018),  “may  be  due  to  tourism’s  failure  to  engage  with  critical  theory  and  
feminism,  its  inability  to  consciously  recognize  the  male  nature  of  its  networks  or  to  
the  field’s  reification  of  individual  (largely  white,  Anglo/European)  alpha  male  scholars  
as  pioneering,  mentors,  innovators  and  ‘lon[e]  wolves’”  (p.145).  Indeed,  despite  the  
need  for  feminist  viewpoints  in  tourism  research  having  been  time  and  again  noted  
(e.g.  Aitchison,  1996;  2001;  2005;  Swain,  1995),  “tourism  scholarship  continues  to  be  
largely  rooted  in  the  tenet  of  a  rarely  articulated  or  questioned  masculinist  scholarship  
governed  by  supposedly  value-­‐free  principles  of  empiricism,  quantification,  neutrality,  
objectivity  and  distance”  (Pritchard  et  al.,  2007,  p.4).  I  conceive  this  research  as  part  
of   the   gender-­‐conscious   tourism   scholarship   that   not   only   uncovers   the   gendered  
nature   of   hitchhiking   travel   as   tourism   phenomenon   but   also   challenges   the  
masculinist  values  that  prevails  in  tourism  academia.  In  regard  to  the  latter,  an  effort  
I  make,  as  shown  in  the  previous  paragraphs  and  will  be  shown  throughout  the  thesis,  
is   to  use  the  first  person  (‘I’)   in  the  writing  as  a  way  of  embracing  subjectivity  and  
distancing  myself  from  the  position  of  the  objective  researcher.     
  
Third,  I  also  hope  to  make  trouble  within  tourism  gender  scholarship.  Recently  it  has  
been  pointed  out  that  in  tourism  gender  research  there  is  a  lack  of  engagement  with  
prominent  feminist  and  gender  theories  (Chambers  &  Rakić,  2018;  Chambers  et  al.,  
2017;  Cohen  &  Cohen,  2019;  Figueroa-­‐Domecq  et  al.,  2015).  It  seems  to  me  this  may  
be   partly   due   to   the   lack   of   contention   in   tourism   gender   scholarship.  Whilst   it   is  
suggested   that   contention   runs   “the   risk   of   aborting   rather   than   nurturing   the  
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embryonic  project  of  advancing  feminist  and  gender  tourism  studies”  (Aitchison,  2005,  
p.207),  the  advancement  in  feminism  and  gender  studies  in  general  has  in  fact  been  
accompanied,   and   in   a   way   made   possible,   by   countless,   and   often   fierce,  
epistemological,  methodological,  theoretical  and  political  debates  (see,  Benhabib  et  
al.,  1995;  Bryson,  1999;  Gill  &  Scharff,  2011;  McLaughlin,  Casey  &  Richardson,  2006;  
Nicholson,   1990;   Ramazanoglu   &   Holland,   2002;   and   also   numerous   critiques   and  
responses   between/among   feminists   and   gender   theorists   published   in   various  
journals).   In   comparison,   gender   research   in   tourism   has   been   astonishingly  
‘harmonious’.  Although  a  group  of  tourism  scholars  have  been  making  considerable  
efforts  to  promote  gender-­‐conscious  research  and  challenge  the  masculinist  traditions  
in  tourism  scholarship,  such  challenges  seem  to  be  largely  absent  within  the  gender  
scholarship   in   tourism,   as   if   feminist   debates   are   ‘done   and   dusted’   and  we   have  
already  reached  a  consensus,  or  indeed  a  consensus  that  we  should  not  argue  against  
one  another  to  avoid  distraction  from  the  more  important  business  of  combating  the  
male-­‐dominance  in  the  field  of  tourism.  However,  contention  can  turn  out  to  be  just  
as   fruitful   in  generating  valuable   ideas  and  perspectives  as  shown   in  feminism  and  
gender  studies.  In  this  sense,  it  is  equally  dangerous  for  tourism  gender  scholarship  to  
eschew   contention   altogether,   as   the   complex   relations   and   interactions   between  
different   strands   of   feminist   thoughts   and   gender   theories   can   be   erased   in   an  
‘ostensible’  consensus.  In  fact,  ‘consensus’  can  be  seen  as  a  form  of  ‘tidying  up’,  which  
may   (un)intentionally   sweep   away   the   generative   possibilities   from   the  messiness  
causing  and  caused  by  contention.     
  
In   particular,   in   this   research   I   intend   to   challenge   some   widely   shared   views   of  
women’s   constraints   and   resistance   in   tourism   research,   and   importantly,   the  
understandings  of   ‘agency’   implicated   in   such  views   that   can  be   subject   to   certain  
feminist   critiques.   I   also  attempt  to  question   the  heterosexual  presumption   that   is  
noted   but   seldom   interrogated   in   tourism   gender   research,   by   bring   to   the   fore  
‘sexuality’,  or  indeed  the  entwining  of  gender  and  sexuality  that  has  been  extensively  
theorised   and   discussed   in   feminist   and   queer   studies.  My   purpose   is   to   open   up  
critical  debates  that  can,  at  least  potentially,  advance  our  understanding  of  gender  in  
tourism,   as   it   seems   to  me   that   the   lack   of   engagement  with   feminist   theories   of  
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agency  and  queer  critiques  of  heteronormativity  in  tourism  gender  scholarship  is,  to  
a   certain   extent,   due   to   the   inadequate   attention   to,   and   participation   in   debates  
in/between  feminist  and  queer  scholarship.     
  
1.2  Research  Aims  
  
To   make   the   abovementioned   ‘troubles’,   this   research   seeks   to   provide   a   critical  
account  of  how  hitchhiking  travel  in  China  is  articulated  and  experienced  in  gendered  
and  sexualised  ways.  As  such,  the  aims  of  this  thesis  are:  
  
•   To   provide   a   general   understanding   of   the   rarely   attended   phenomenon   of  
hitchhiking  travel  in  China  through  ethnographic  fieldwork.  
•   To   investigate   the   gender   relations   in   hitchhiking   travel   in   China   through   a  
scrutiny  of  the  dominant  gender  discourses  in  this  context  (especially  the  popular  
‘truth’  that  hitchhiking  is  easier  but  more  dangerous  for  the  female  than  for  the  
male).  
•   To  understand  the  interplay  of  power,  gender  and  sexuality  in  hitchhiking  travel  
in  China  mainly  through  reflecting  on  my  own  experiences  of  being  a  sexualised  
(homosexual)  male  hitchhiker.  
  
1.3  The  Structure  of  the  Thesis  
  
In  this  chapter  (Chapter  1)  I  provide  a  discussion  of  the  background  and  rationale  for  
this   research,   particularly   through   the   trope   of   ‘making   trouble’   borrowed   from  
Gender  Trouble  (Butler,  1990),  a  famous  text  written  by  Judith  Butler,  whose  theories  
are  the  key  theoretical  influences  in  this  research.  The  aims  of  this  research  and  an  
overview  of  the  thesis  are  also  presented.     
  
Chapter  2  provides  a   contextual  understanding  of  hitchhiking   travel.   It  begins  with  
outlining   evidence   of   the   emergence   of   hitchhiking   travel   out   of   the   culture   of  
independent  travel,  especially  backpacker  travel  in  contemporary  China.  Due  to  this  
emerging  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking  travel  in  China  having  been  seldom  researched,  
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attention   is   then   turned   to   the   history   of   hitchhiking   in   the  Western   societies.   In  
particular,   I   chart   the   relation   between  hitchhiking   and   backpacker   travel   through  
their  counter-­‐culture  roots,  arguing  that  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China  is  
not  entirely  separable  from  the  hitchhiking  phenomenon  during  and  shortly  after  the  
counter-­‐culture  era  in  the  West.  The  chapter  then  moves  on  to  discuss  hitchhiking/lift-­‐
giving  as  a  social  situation,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  bring  to  the  fore  the  (power)  
relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver,  especially  through  the  concept  of  
‘reciprocity’.  This,  arguably,  provides  a  more  in-­‐depth  understanding  of  the  practice  
of  hitchhiking.  Finally,  I  attend  specifically  to  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking,  detailing  
the   widely   shared   notion   that   it   is   easier   but   more   dangerous   for   the   female   to  
hitchhike   and   identifying   the   contradiction   of   females’   hitchhiking   in   terms   of  
conforming   to   and   resisting   gender   norms.   It   is   a   departing   point   for   the   critical  
investigation  of  gender  in  hitchhiking  travel  in  this  research.     
  
Chapter  3  delves  into  the  theories  of  power,  gender  and  sexuality.  I  first  attend  to  the  
research  of  women’s   tourism,  noting   the  contradiction  between  conforming   to,  or  
rather   constraining   by,   gender   norms   and   resisting   to   gender   norms   (which   is  
identified  in  females’  hitchhiking  in  Chapter  2).  I  focus  particularly  on  the  studies  of  
solo   female   travel,   women’s   exploration   of   sexuality   on   holidays,   and   girlfriends  
getaway  (GGA).  Highlighting  how  each  of  these  types  of  women’s  tourism  correspond  
to  some  aspects  of  females’  hitchhiking,  I  suggested  that  the  attention  to  studies  of  
these  types  of  women’s  tourism,  which  are  relatively  recent   (mostly  after  2000),   is  
beneficial   in  making  better  sense  of  the  understanding  of  gender   implicated   in  the  
relatively  dated  research  of  hitchhiking  (mostly  in  1970s  and  1980s).  I  then  further  the  
discussion  of  the  contradiction  between  constraints  and  resistance  by  situating  it  in  
three  important  strands  of  feminist  debates,  including  the  feminist  contention  raised  
by   postmodernism/poststructuralism,   the   critiques   of   postfeminism   and   the  
encounter  between  feminism  and  queer  theory.  In  the  latter  half  of  this  chapter.  I  turn  
to   Judith   Butler’s   theories   of   gender,   sex   and   sexuality   and   her   conception   of  
‘vulnerability’,   arguing   that   although   Butler’s   account   of   agency   developed   in   her  
theorisation  has  been  variously  criticised  as  insufficient,  it  aptly  captures,  and  hence  
is   valuable   for   understanding,   the   complexity   of   the   between   contradiction   of  
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constraints  and  resistance.  In  this  sense,  Butler’s  theories  can  contribute  to  a  critical  
understanding  of  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking  travel  sought  by  this  research.  
  
After  an  extensive  exploration  of  the  theoretical  understandings  of  power,  gender  and  
sexuality  from  the  West,  especially  those  of  Butler’s,  in  Chapter  4  I  look  at  gender  and  
sexuality   in   a   Chinese   context.   This   chapter   first   provides   an   overview   of   the  
development  of  research  of  gender  and  sexuality  in/of  China.  I  argue  that  the  recent  
development   of   gender   research   and   sexuality   research   in/of   China   is   inseparable  
from  the   ‘importation’  of  the  so-­‐called  Western  theories.  The  turn  to  the  West   for  
intellectual  inspiration  has  proved  to  be  effective  in  critically  investigating  ‘local’  issues  
and  developing  ‘local’  understanding  regarding  gender  and  sexuality  (Wang,  1997).  In  
this   case,   my   use   of   Western   theories   is   justified.   Then   attention   is   paid   to   the  
understanding  of  gender   in  China  and  sexuality   in  China   respectively.  The   ‘Chinese  
characteristics’   of   gendered   and   sexualised   lives   in   contemporary   China   are  
foregrounded.  These  ‘Chinese  characteristics’,  however,  are  not  ‘purely’  Chinese  but  
a   product   of   the   interaction   of   Chinese   traditional   culture,   Westernisation   or  
globalisation  and  China’s  social  and  political  context.  One  important  purpose  of  this  
Chapter  is  to  unfold  the  complexity  of  that  interaction.     
  
Having  established  both  contextual  and  conceptual  understanding  of  this  research  in  
the  previous  three  chapters,  Chapter  5  turns  to  methodology.  Starting  with  an  account  
of   research   philosophy   with   particular   attention   paid   to   how   feminist   and   queer  
thinking,  and  ultimately  postmodernism,  influence  the  epistemological  position  of  this  
research,  ethnography  is  then  suggested  as  an  appropriate  methodology.  I  specifically  
consider  multi-­‐sited   ethnography   as   a   response   to   an   increasingly   globalising   late  
modern  world   (Marcus,  1995)  and  autoethnography  as  a   response   to   the   ‘crisis  of  
representation’  in  the  postmodern  context  (Denzin  &  Lincoln,  2005),  both  of  which  
are  utilised  in  this  research.  I  then  document  the  ethnographic  fieldwork  conducted  
on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route,  China.  In  particular,  the  issues  regarding  the  ‘sites’  
are   reflected   upon   and   the   procedure   of   data   collection   through   participant  
observation   and   interviews   is   detailed.   Afterwards,   the   chosen   method   for  
interpreting  the  data,  writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry  is  discussed  as  a  ‘queer’  method  
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of   data   analysis   that   allows  me   to   ‘cross’   thematic   analysis,   Foucauldian   discourse  
analysis  and  self-­‐narratives.   Issues  of  research  quality  and  research  ethics  are  then  
discussed  respectively,  before  I  finally  provide  a  reflexive  note  focusing  on  my  sexual  
identity,  which  serves  as  a  background  account  that  enriches  the  analysis  of  being  a  
homosexual  hitchhiking  traveller  and  researcher  in  the  field.  
  
Chapter  6,  as  the  first  empirical  analysis  chapter,  provides  a  general  understanding  of  
hitchhiking  travel  in  China  as  a  phenomenon  that  has  rarely  been  studied  to  date.  I  
contend  such  an  understanding  is  necessary  for  the  discussion  of  the  gender  relations  
in  hitchhiking  travel.  However,  I  also  hope  to  trouble  the  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking  
travel  by  simultaneously  questioning  the  understanding  being  introduced.  Influenced  
by   queer   thinking   this   research   attempts   to   disrupt   and   make   ‘strange’   the  
understanding  of  hitchhiking  travel  that  is  seemingly  obvious.  I  embark  on  the  dual  
task  of  understanding/troubling  four  aspects  of  hitchhiking,  namely,  the  scene  (the  
context   of   hitchhiking),   the   identity   (of   the   hitchhiking   traveller),   the   practice   (of  
hitching  a  lift),  and  the  relation  (between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver).  Through  
this   approach   I   demonstrate   that   hitchhiking   travel   in   contemporary   China   is   a  
phenomenon   that   is   not   easily   pinpointed.   This   chapter   concludes   by   highlighting  
storytelling  as  discursive  power  that  produces  ‘the  truth  of  hitchhiking’  in  these  four  
aspects.     
  
Chapter  7  delves  into  gender  as  part  of  the  ‘truth’  of  hitchhiking  travel  produced  by  
discursive   power   made   explicit   at   the   end   of   Chapter   6.   I   first   consider   how   the  
gendered  hitchhiking   subjects  are   constituted   through   the   (dominant)  discourse  of  
ease  and  risk  in  hitchhiking  travel.  In  particular,  I  attempt  to  foreground  the  notions  
of   ‘vulnerability’  and   ‘invulnerability’  which  become  powerfully  associated  with  the  
female  hitchhiker  and  the  male  hitchhiker  (and  lift-­‐giver)  respectively.  The  notions  of  
(in)vulnerability   are   then   furthered   discussed   through   considering   the   interplay   of  
normative   heterosexuality   and   the   principle   of   reciprocity   in   hitchhiking   as  
intersecting   discursive   regimes.   Drawing   upon   Butler,   I   rethink   the   notion   of  
‘vulnerability’  in  the  case  of  hitchhiking  travel,  arguing  that  all  hitchhiking  subjects,  
both  female  and  male,  are  ‘vulnerable’  to  various  discourses  of  gender  and  hitchhiking.  
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The   discussion   next   moves   to   the   gendered   body.   The   gendered   body,   I   argue,  
materialises  as  either  male  or  female  as  the  effect  of  the  discursive  power  regime  of  
gender.  I  finally  turn  to  considering  the  possibility  of  resistance  to  gender  and  sexual  
norms  in  hitchhiking  travel  through  Butler’s  account  of  agency  and,  importantly,  her  
conception  of   vulnerability,  before  providing   some  concluding   thoughts,   in  which   I  
raise  the  question  about  the  heterosexual  desire  assumed   in  the  dominant  gender  
discourses  of  hitchhiking.  
  
Having  highlighted  the  operation  of  normative  heterosexuality  in  the  gender  ‘realities’  
in  hitchhiking  travel,  I  further  the  investigation  by  explicitly  considering  the  interplay  
of  power,  gender  and  sexuality  in  hitchhiking  travel  in  Chapter  8.  This  chapter  begins  
with  an  autoethnographic  account  of  my  experiences  as  a  gay  man  hitchhiking  and  
researching  in  the  heteronormative  field.  The  purpose  is  to  expose  the  heterosexual  
presumption  underlying  the  predominant  gender  and  sexual  discourses  that  exclude,  
and   are   established   through   excluding,   homosexuality.   I   then   turn   to   a   (possible)  
homosexual  encounter  during  hitchhiking  reported  by  one  of  my  participants,  which  
was  the  sole  homosexual  encounter  reported  throughout  my  fieldwork.  What  is  being  
highlighted   in   this   encounter   is   the   ‘implicitness’   of   this   (possible)   homosexual  
expression,  which  indicates  that  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  
is,   from   the   outset,   sexualised   just   as   it   is   gendered.   Through   this   notion   of  
‘implicitness’  I  further  reflect  upon  my  hitchhiking  experience  as  a  sexualised  subject,  
especially  by  considering  the  implications  of  my  only  ‘coming  out’  experience  in  the  
field.   I   then   conclude   this   chapter   by   extending   the   thinking   of   queer   beyond  
homosexuality.     
  
Chapter   9   is   the   concluding   chapter   of   this   thesis.  Opening   by   an   appraisal   of   the  
empirical  study  in  achieving  the  research  aims  and  a  consideration  of  how  and  to  what  
extent  the  troubles   I  set  to  make  are  made  (at  the  end  of  which   I  also  specify  the  
contributions   to   knowledge   and   implications   for   practice   of   this   research),   it   then  
provides   a   reflexive   note   of   becoming   a   queer   researcher.   In   this   reflexive   note   I  
present   some   irrational/less   rational   moments   during   the   course   of   doing   this  
research.  This  is  to  raise  questions  about  the  ideal  of  rationality  that  is  widely  pursed  
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by   (tourism)   academics.   Departing   from   these   irrational/less   rational   moments,   I  
attend   to   some   limitations   of   this   research   at   epistemological,   theoretical   and  
methodological   levels,   and   list   some   implications   for   future   research.   I   then   end  
Chapter  9,  and  ultimately  this  thesis,  with  some  final  remarks  about  how  doing  this  
research,  or  specifically  embracing  queer  theory,  have  affected  the  way  I  see  the  world  
as  a  queer  individual  and  a  queer  researcher.  
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Chapter  2  Hitchhiking  
2.1  Introduction  
  
This   Chapter   aims   at   providing   a   contextual   understanding   of   the   studied  
phenomenon,   hitchhiking.   I   first   sketch   out   the   phenomenon   hitchhiking   in  
contemporary  China,  arguing  that  it  has  emerged  out  of  the  culture  of  independent  
travel,  especially  backpacker  travel  in  China.  Then  I  present  a  brief  historical  account  
of  hitchhiking,  where  I  chart  the  relation  between  hitchhiking  and  backpacker  travel  
through  their  counter-­‐culture  roots.  Whilst  it  is  the  history  of  hitchhiking  in  the  West  
that  is  provided,  I  do  not  intend  to  presume  that  the  practice  of  getting  free  rides  only  
has  a  Western  origin.  Yet  to  my  knowledge  there  has  been  no  literature  documenting  
the  history  of  hitchhiking  in  the  Chinese  context  that  I  am  looking  at,  and,  as  I  will  show  
shortly,   hitchhiking   in   contemporary   China   is   not   entirely   dissociated   with   the  
hitchhiking  history  in  the  West.  Afterwards,  I  attempt  to  understand  hitchhiking  as  a  
unique   social   situation.   The   purpose   is   to   bring   to   the   fore   the   (power)   relation  
between   the   hitchhiker   and   the   lift-­‐giver,   especially   through   the   concept   of  
‘reciprocity’.  This,  arguably,  provides  a  more  in-­‐depth  understanding  of  the  practice  
of  hitchhiking.  Finally,  I  outline  the  playing  out  of  gender  in  hitchhiking.  I  detail  the  
popular  ‘truth’  that  it  is  easier  but  more  dangerous  for  the  female  to  hitchhike,  which  
is   widely   noted   yet   seldom   critically   investigated   in   existing   research.   Relatedly,   a  
contradiction  of  females’  hitchhiking  is  identified  –  the  hitchhiking  female  is  seen  as  
both  conforming  to  and  resisting  gender  norms.  This  serves  as  a  departing  point  for  
the  critical  investigation  of  gender  in  hitchhiking  travel  in  this  research.  
  
2.2  Hitchhiking  Travel  in  China:  An  Emerging  Phenomenon?  
  
The  past  decade  or  so  has  witnessed  that  a  remarkable  amount  of  personal  accounts  
of   independent   travel  and   backpacking  experiences  published  as  books  have   been  
acknowledged  in  China,  especially  among  the  youngsters  (Tao,  2011).  These  accounts  
have  been  widely  shared  and  discussed  in  the  cyberspace.  In  fact,  some  of  these  books  
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were  popular  real-­‐life  travel  stories  previously  posted  online  (Tao,  2011).  Arguably  the  
dissemination  of  these  travel  accounts  have  contributed  to  the  significant  growth  of  
independent  travel  (Bui,  Wilkins  &  Lee,  2013;  Sparks  &  Pan,  2009;  Prayag,  Cohen  &  
Yan,  2015;  Xiang,  2013),  especially  backpacker  travel  (Chen,  Bao  &  Huang,  2014;  Lim,  
2009;  Luo,  Huang  &  Brown,  2015;  Ong  &  du  Cros,  2012;  Zhang  et  al.,  2017;  Zhu,  2009)  
in  China  (the  boom  of  which  seemed  to  coincidentally  occur  also  in  the  past  decade  
or  so).  It  is  argued  that  travel  narratives  (both  fictions  and  writings  of  real-­‐life  travel  
experiences)  can  encourage  the  readers  to  travel  and  frame  their  travel  experiences  
(Laing  &  Frost,  2012),  and  that  the  growth  of  the  backpacking  phenomenon  and  the  
proliferation  of  backpacking  culture  in  China  cannot  be  separated  from  the  expansion  
of  the  Internet  (Lim,  2009;  Ong  &  du,  2012;  Chen  &  Weiler,  2014).  Indeed,  such  travel  
literature  constitutes  an  important  part  of  the  media  representations  that  shape  the  
image  of  backpackers  in  China  (Zhang  et  al.,  2017).  Significantly,  some  accounts  may  
have  acquainted  with,  if  not  introduced  to,  Chinese  travellers  alternative  possibilities  
of   travelling.   In   particular,   a   documentary   of   a   hitchhiking   journey   from  Beijing   to  
Berlin  and  the  two  books  subsequently  published  by  the  two  hitchhikers,  Hitchhiking  
to  Berlin:  A  Coming-­‐of-­‐age  Ceremony  at  Age  Thirty  (Liu,  2011)  and  Gu  Yue  Hitchhiked  
to   Berlin   (Gu,   2012),   have   received   extensive   interest   (Tao,   2011),   and   probably  
acquainted   a   sizeable   number   of   travellers   with   hitchhiking   (Fu,   2014).   Indeed,  
hitchhiking   seems   to   have   been   widely   recognised   among   Chinese   travellers,  
especially   backpackers   for  whom  hitchhiking   is  a   favorable  way   of  moving   around  
(Zhang  et  al.,  2017).     
  
Contrary  to  this  recognition  of  hitchhiking  among  travellers  is  the  lack  of  interest  from  
tourism  academia.  To  my  knowledge,  to  date  there  are  only  three  short  papers  that  
concern  specifically  contemporary  hitchhiking  in  China  (Deng,  2017;  Fu,  2014;  Wang,  
2011,   all   published   in   Chinese   journals).   Wang   (2011)   linked   tourists’   low-­‐carbon  
behaviours  with  hitchhiking,  indicating  that  hitchhiking  is  a  greener  way  to  travel.  Fu  
(2014)  and  Deng  (2017)  both  considered  hitchhiking  to  be  an  emerging  form  of  travel  
in  China  as  the  manifestation  of  the  maturation  and  diversification  of   independent  
travel   (Deng,   2017).   According   to   them,   hitchhiking   travellers   in   China   are   usually  
young  and  educated  individuals  with  relatively  high  consumption  ability  who,  however,  
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engage   in   budget   travel   in   order   to   seek   alternative   experiences   (Deng,   2017;   Fu,  
2014),  which  seems  to  correspond  with  certain  characteristics  of  Chinese  backpackers  
(Zhang,   2008;   Zhu,   2009).   Nevertheless,   these   accounts,   while   acknowledging   the  
potential  of  hitchhiking   in   contemporary  China  being  a   research   topic,   fall  short   in  
contributing  to  a  fuller  understanding  of  this  phenomenon.  Wang’s  (2011)  proposition  
simplifies   the   complexity   of   the   link   between   hitchhiking   and   low-­‐carbon   travel,  
especially  in  a  Chinese  context  where  there  is  no  evidence  that  this  practice  has  been  
associated  with  environmental  activism  like  it  has  in  the  West  (see  Chesters  &  Smith,  
2001);  whilst  the  understandings  of  hitchhiking  in  contemporary  China  in  Fu’s  (2014)  
and  Deng’s  accounts  (2017)  are  crude  and  not  supported  by  empirical  data.  In  fact,  
they   (as   well   as   Wang’s)   seem   to   be   general   comments   based   on   the   authors’  
impressions  (or  at  best  speculations)  rather  than  research.  
  
Yet  there  seems  to  be  little  doubt  that  hitchhiking  is  practiced  in  contemporary  China  
for  touristic  purposes,  particularly  among  Chinese  backpackers  (Deng,  2017;  Zhang  et  
al.,  2017),  which  is  supported  by  the  great  number  of  information  about  travelling  by  
hitchhiking   that   can   be   found   online.   I   term   this   contemporary   phenomenon   of  
hitchhiking  for  touristic  purposes  hitchhiking  travel  to  distinguish  it  from  hitchhiking  
for  non-­‐touristic  purposes  (e.g.  commuting),  although  it  is  unclear  whether  hitchhiking  
has   been   practiced   for   non-­‐touristic   purposes   (and   in   the   late  modern  world   it   is  
increasingly   difficult   to   distinguish   tourism   and   non-­‐tourism,   see   Cohen  &   Cohen,  
2012).  There  is  no  specific  documentation  of  the  beginning  of  this  fashion,  but  most  
of  the  (online)  information  about  hitchhiking  travel  seems  to  regard  it  as  a  relatively  
recent  thing.  However,  such  information  is  scattered,  which  I  do  not  intend  to  delve  
into  here.  Instead,  I  turn  to  the  literature  of  hitchhiking  in  the  West  in  the  next  section.  
Fu   (2014)   and   Wang   (2011)   both   noted   the   Western   origin   of   the   hitchhiking  
phenomenon.  Although  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  hitchhiking  was  not  practiced  in  
China  throughout  history  (or  the  last  century  in  specific),  it  is  probably  appropriate  to  
understand  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China  in  relation  to  hitchhiking  in  the  
West,  where  hitchhiking  was  practiced  by  the  early  backpackers  including  tramping  
youths  (Adler,  1985),  drifters  (Cohen,  1972;  1973),  wanderers  (Vogt,  1976)  and  long-­‐
term  budget  travellers  (Riley,  1988).  In  fact,  the  drifting  of  the  1960s  and  1970s  that  
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is  associated  with  the  counter-­‐culture,  especially  the  hippie  subculture  (Cohen,  1973;  
Welk,  2004)  remains  to  be  the  ideal  of  backpacker  travel  although  few  contemporary  
backpackers  succeed  (Cohen,  2004;  O’Reilly,  2006).  Thus,   the  drifter   ideal  arguably  
constitutes  an  important  part  of  Western  backpacking  culture,  which  has  significant  
influences  on  the  contemporary  backpacker  travel  in  China  (Lim,  2009;  Luo,  Huang  &  
Brown,  2015;  Ong  and  du  Cros,  2012;  Zhang,  2008;  Zhang  et  al.,  2017;  Zhu,  2009).  In  
this   sense,   an   understanding   of   hitchhiking   in   the   West   may   provide   valuable  
implications  for  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China.     
  
2.3  A  Brief  History  of  Hitchhiking  in  the  Western  Societies  
  
Hitchhiking  emerged  in  the  early  twentieth  century  in  the  West  with  the  widespread  
use  of  automobiles  (Mahood,  2014;  2016;  2018;  Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  Being  
mainly   practiced   for   everyday-­‐life   and   patriotic   purposes   (during   wartimes),  
hitchhiking  for  decades  was  acceptable  and  sometimes  even  encouraged.  Hitchhiking  
had   its   heyday   in   the   1960s   and   1970s.   The   ideology   of   counter-­‐culture   exerted  
profound   influence   on   the   young   generation,   mainly   those   from   middle   class,   in  
almost  the  whole  Euro-­‐American  societies  at  that  time  (Mahood,  2014;  2016;  2018;  
Miller,   1973;   Packer,   2008;   Rinvolucri,   1974).   Hitchhiking   then   became   a   popular  
practice   among   young   people,   especially   college   and   university   students,   that,  
influenced  particularly  by  the  hippie  subculture,  is  characterised  by  themes  such  as  
escape,  freedom,  adventure,  discovery  and  authenticity  (Carlson,  1972;  Greenley  &  
Rice,  1974;  Mahood,  2014;  2016;  2018;  Miller,  1973;  Mukerji,   1978;  Packer,  2008;  
Rinvolucri,  1974).  However,  it  is  cautioned  that  these  young  hitchhikers  should  not  be  
equated  to  hippies  or  other  drop-­‐out  groups  during  the  counter-­‐culture  era  (Mahood,  
2014;  Rinvolucri,  1974).   In  many  studies  of  hitchhiking  around  this  period  (Carlson,  
1972;  Franzoi,  1985;  Mahood,  2014;  2016;  Miller,  1973;  Mukerji,  1978;  Packer,  2008;  
Rinvolucri,   1974),   the   connection   between   hitchhiking   and   backpacker   travel   is  
mentioned,  implicated  or  assumed.  Mahood  (2014)  made  the  most  explicit  statement  
that  the  hitchhiking  phenomenon  during  the  ‘transient  youth’  movement  in  Canada  
in  the  1960s  and  1970s  was  one  of  the  forms  of  early  day  backpacking.  These  youths,  
according  to  Mahood  (2014),  “saw  themselves  as  opting  in  –  by  embracing  experience,  
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personal   growth,   and   self-­‐awareness”   during   the   hitchhiking   journey   (p.222).   In  
Mahood’s  account  (2014),  hitchhiking  practised  by  them  was  likened  to  gap  year  in  
modern  days  as  an  opportunity  for  self-­‐development,  hence  being  understood  as  a  
rite  de  passage,  a  notion  that  backpacking  travel  has  also  been  associated  with  (see  
Cohen,   1973;   Riley,   1988;   O’Reilly,   2006).   Indeed,   such   practices   of   hitchhiking   is  
considered  to  have  obvious  touristic  purposes  (Mahood,  2014;  2016;  2018).  
  
Yet  Mahood  (2014;  2018)  perceptively  pointed  out  that  it  was  difficult  for  adults  at  
that  time  to  see  where  hitchhiking  stopped  being  a   fashion  trend  among  travelling  
students  and  began  to  become  true  rebellion  against  the  mainstream  society.  This  is  
perhaps   partly   because   hitchhikers,   although   to   a   less   extent   than   the   drop-­‐outs,  
subverted   certain   social   expectations   (Mahood,   2014,   but   also   see   Miller,   1973;  
Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  In  this  case,  hitchhiking  subculture  remained  largely  
seen  as  youth  deviance  and  hence  a  social  problem  (Mahood,  2014;  2018;  Miller,  1973;  
Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  Propositions  and  attempts  driven  by  the  contradictory  
forces   of   rejection   (to   ban   hitchhiking)   and   assimilation   (to   organise/manage  
hitchhiking)  had  been  seen  for  a  long  period  and  in  a  large  scale  (Mahood,  2014;  2016;  
2018;  Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  These  propositions  and  attempts  to  ban  and  
organise   hitchhiking,   however,   could   not   sufficiently   account   for   the   decline   of  
hitchhiking  (although  this  probably  varies  in  different  countries),  which  I  will  return  to  
shortly.  To  link  back  to  hitchhiking  travel  in  China,  there  seems  to  be  a  lack  of  such  a  
label  of  deviance  or  rebellion  in  the  sense  seen  in  the  counter-­‐culture  movement  in  
the  Western  history.  Zhang  et  al.  (2017)  pointed  out  that  “the  so-­‐called  rebellion  of  
Chinese  backpackers”,  who  favour  hitchhiking  as  a  different  travel  activity  from  mass  
tourism,   “is   more   bourgeois,   or   in   their   own   words,   ‘xiaoqingxin’”   (p.118),   which  
Kimber,  Yang  and  Cohen  (2019)  referred  to  as  Chinese  hipsterism.  It  “refers  to  young  
people   who   avoid   getting   involved   in   socio-­‐political   issues   but   instead   seek   an  
aesthetic  and  romantic  life”  (Zhang  et  al.,  2017,  p.118),  often  through  “a  unique  set  of  
consumption  priorities”  (Kimber,  Yang  &  Cohen,  2019,  p.182,  my  italic).  This  echoes  
Tao’s  (2011)  critique  that  the  recent  aspiration  among  Chinese  youths  for  being  ‘on  
the   road’   (under   labels   of   independent   travel,   drifting,   backpacking,   gap   year,  
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hitchhiking,  etc.)  was  more  a  romanticised  bourgeois  consumption  than  the  escape  
from  or  the  challenge  to  the  mainstream  society.     
  
The  significance  of  the  hitchhiking  phenomenon  in  the  West  during  1960s  and  1970s  
was   also   reflected   in   the   abundance   of   publications,   especially   guidebooks,   of  
travelling  by  hitchhiking.  In  particular,  Ken  Welsh’s  Hitch-­‐Hiker’s  Guide  to  Europe  had  
been  updated  and  reprinted  more  than  10  times  by  1996  since  its  first  publication  in  
1971  (the  1996  version  was  co-­‐edited  with  Katie  Wood,  which  is  the  version  that  I  get  
hold   of).   The   publication   of   these   hitchhiking   guidebooks   not   only   reflected   the  
demand   for   information   of   travelling   by   hitchhiking   (hence   the   popularity   of  
hitchhiking  at  that  time),  especially  from  the  budget  travellers  (as  these  guidebooks  
usually  also   include   information  about   travelling   in   low-­‐budget   such  as   cheap/free  
accommodation,   Wood   &   Welsh,   1996,   this   again   evidences   the   link   between  
hitchhiking   and   budget   travel   and   backpacker   travel),   but   also   indicated   that   the  
cultural  knowledge,  especially  systematic  tactics,  in  hitchhiking  had  been  developed  
to  a  certain  extent  (Carlson,  1972;  Greenley  &  Rice,  1974;  Mahood,  2014;  2016;  Miller,  
1973).  These  tactics  of  hitchhiking  were  continuously  shared  within  the  hitchhiking  
community   and   passed   on   to   the   new  members   as   hitchhiking   experiences   being  
recounted  (Carlson,  1972;  Greenley  &  Rice,  1978)  –  and  recounting  one’s  hitchhiking  
experiences   was   of   great   importance   for   hitchhikers   (Mukerji,   1978).   The  
establishment  of  these  tactics  of  performing  hitchhiking,  according  to  Greenley  and  
Rice  (1974),  was  emblematic  of  hitchhiking  as  a  subculture  (also  see  Mahood,  2016).  
Such   tactics   of   hitchhiking   are   still   shared   today,   especially   in   the   cyberspace.   For  
instance,   a   document   called   A   Guide   to   Hitch-­‐hike   Success   by   an   experienced  
hitchhiker   Lars   König   (2013)   was   shared   on   a   Dutch   hitchhiking   website   called  
Nederlandlift1.  Here  I  do  not  intend  to  examine  all  the  tactics  and  their  changes  over  
time.  However,  it  is  worthwhile  pointing  out  that  these  tactics,  old  or  new,  seem  to  
aim  at,  as  König  (2013)  claimed,  introducing  the  readers  (potential  hitchhikers)  “into  
a   safer   and  more   reliable   version   of   hitchhiking”.   In   China,  whilst   it   is   not   easy   to  
                                            
1   See:  http://www.nederlandlift.nl/files/9614/1824/5893/A_Guide_to_Hitchhike_Success_Lars_Konig.pdf  (latest  
access  :  June  2019)  
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decide  whether  contemporary  hitchhiking  travel  should  be  counted  as  a  subculture,  
tactics   of   hitchhiking   can   easily   be   found   online   and   they   seem   to   serve   similar  
purposes  of  easing  the  process  of  hitchhiking  while  reducing  the  risks2.  
  
Hitchhiking  gradually  declined  from  the  mid-­‐1970s  onward  in  Western  societies,  for  
which  the  heightened  sense  of  risk,  rather  than  the  bans  and  regulations,  was  often  
cited  as  the  main  explanation  (Chesters  &  Smith,  2001;  Mahood,  2016;  Packer,  2008;  
Rinvolucri,  1974).  The  negative  media  representation  has  contributed  significantly  to  
this   sense   of   risk   toward   hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving   (Chesters   &   Smith,   2001;  Mahood,  
2016;   Packer,   2008,   Rinvolucri,   1974).   On   the   one   hand,   the   hitchhiker   was  
represented  as  a  potential  threat  to  the  driver.  It  was  advised  that  drivers  should  avoid  
hitchhikers  altogether  due  to  the  obvious  visual  signs  of  danger  being  undetectable  
and  sometimes  even  misleading  (Packer,  2008;  also  see  Mahood,  2016).  This  view  of  
hitchhikers  may  have  been  at  least  partly  due  to,  as  Chesters  and  Smith  (2001)  would  
probably  argue,  the  increase  of  car  ownership  and  the  proliferation  of  car  culture.  The  
car  provides  a  quasi-­‐private  space  for  dwelling,  in  which  the  driver’s  sense  of  privacy,  
safety  and  comfort  has  been  dramatically  enhanced  by  technological  developments  
of  modern  cars,  which  rendered  public  transport,  as  a  semi-­‐public  space,  inconvenient  
and  potentially  dangerous  (Sheller  &  Urry,  2000;  Urry,  2007).  This  normalisation  of  car  
use,   therefore,   marginalised   other   modes   of   mobilities,   including   (and   perhaps  
particularly)   hitchhiking.   The   hitchhiker   was   seen   as   someone   deviant   and  
unprecedentedly  threatening  who  should  not  be  invited  into  the  private  space  of  the  
car.  On  the  other  hand,  there  had  also  been  a  great  number  of  reports  on  (female)  
hitchhikers   being   harassed,   raped   and   even   murdered   (Chesters   &   Smith,   2001;  
Mahood,   2016;   Packer,   2008;   Rinvolucri,   1974).   There   are   certainly   gendered   and  
sexualised  assumptions  embedded  in  this  representation,  which  I  will  return  to  later.  
What   needs   to   be   highlighted   here   is   that   both   hitchhiking   and   lift-­‐giving   were  
increasingly  viewed  as  dangerous  practices.  Although   this  heightened   sense  of   risk  
remained  as  ‘objectively’  unjustified,  it  had  real  effects  on  the  decline  of  hitchhiking  
(Chesters   &   Smith,   2001).   Packer   (2008)   made   a   profound   argument   from   a  
                                            
2   For  instance,  see  http://www.sohu.com/a/111792517_376239  (latest  access:  June  2019)  
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Foucauldian  perspective  (in  Chapter  3  I  will  attend  to  some  of  Foucault’s  ideas  through  
discussing  Butler’s  theories  which  is  heavily  influenced  by  Foucault),  claiming  that  it  
was  the  production  of  the  popular  ‘truth’  of  hitchhiking  being  dangerous  (and  being  
understood  only  along  the  continuum  of  safe  and  risky)  that  was  largely  responsible  
for  the  demise  of  hitchhiking  after  the  mid-­‐1970s.  This  popular  ‘truth’  seems  to  remain  
as  a  widely  shared  ‘fact’  about  hitchhiking  to  date  in  the  West  (Chesters  &  Smith,  2001),  
and,   interestingly,   appears   to   be   held   in   China,   which   is,   again,   reflected   in   the  
emphasis  on  safety  in  the  information  about  hitchhiking  online.  For  instance,  it  is  not  
uncommon  that  those  who  are  interested  in  hitchhiking  travel  pose  questions  about  
safety  in  online  community3.  
  
Nevertheless,  despite  its  virtual  disappearance  hitchhiking  has  not  died  out.  The  years  
that   the   guidebooks   of   hitchhiking  were   published   (e.g.   the  Hitch-­‐hikers’  Guide   to  
Europe   had   been   reprinted   until   mid-­‐1990s)   seem   to   indicate   that   hitchhiking  
continued  to  be  commonly  practiced  by  at  least  some  travellers  even  after  hitchhiking  
started   to   decline.   In   addition,   Chesters   and   Smith   (2001)   evidenced   the   online  
platforms  where  lifts  were  arranged,  and  they  saw  potential  social  and  environmental  
benefits   in   this   organised   form   of   hitchhiking.   It   is   argued   that   organisation   can  
increase  (the  sense  of)  safety,  hence  rendering  hitchhiking  a  practical  possibility,  even  
in  substantial  scales.  This  seems  to  have  predicted  the  prominence  of  the  ride-­‐sharing  
businesses  as  an   important  part  of  the  nowadays  much  attended  sharing  economy  
(Frenken  &   Schor,   2017;   Schor,   2014).   In   hindsight,   the   attempt   to   commercialise  
hitchhiking  might  have  been  a  momentous  move  (according  to  Rinvolucri,  1974,  lift-­‐
exchange   businesses   emerged   as   early   as   1950s   in  West  Germany).   Such   business  
models  of  ride-­‐sharing  have  flourished  in  the  past  decade  or  so,  which  arguably  was  
greatly  indebted  to  the  development  of  information  and  mobile  technologies  (Belk,  
2014a;  2014b).  This  evolvement  from  hitchhiking  to  ride-­‐sharing  business  facilitated  
by  technological  advancement  may  provoke  the  thinking  about  the  significant  impact  
of  technology  has  on  the  practice  of  hitchhiking  –  today  numerous  information  and  
experiences   about   hitchhiking   are   shared   online   in   the   West   (consider   the  
                                            
3   See  https://zhidao.baidu.com/question/2271000251966373628.html  (latest  access:  June  2019)  
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abovementioned  hitchhiking  guide  by  König,  2013)   just  as   it   is   in  China.  There  are  
websites  catering  specifically  for  hitchhiking  such  as  hitchwiki.org,  the  activeness  of  
which   show   that   hitchhiking   is   still   being   practiced   (in   a   less   organised   and   less  
commercialised   way,   as   opposed   to   an   organised   or   commercialised   way).   Such  
impacts   have   so   far   rarely   been   attended   to   by   scholars,   probably   because  
contemporary  hitchhiking  per  se  has  seldom  received  research  interests  at  the  first  
place.   O’Regan   (2012;   2013)   also   suggested   that   hitchhiking   was   experiencing  
resurgence   in   some   countries   due   to   various   social,   economic,   political   and  
environmental   reasons.   In   particular,   he   noted   the   hitchhiking   events   such   as  
Abgefahren   and   European   hitchhiking   weeks   were   widely   participated   by  
contemporary  hitchhikers  to  search  for  and/or  demonstrate  “an  alternative  trajectory,  
affirming  self-­‐hood  by  breaking  with  traditional  ethics,  class,   religious  and  Western  
tourist   boundaries”   (O’Regan,   2013,   p.46),   which   in   a   way   is   reminiscent   of   the  
hitchhiking   subculture   in   the   third   quarter   of   last   century.   All   the   same,   in   the  
contemporary  Western  world,  hitchhiking  still  appears  as  a  marginalised  activity  to  
those  attached  to  the  dominant  culture  (Chesters  &  Smith,  2001)  –  and  for  it  to  be  an  
‘alternative’  as  O’Regan  (2012;  2013)  suggested  it  has  to  be.        
  
2.4  Hitchhiking/Lift-­‐giving:  Sociality  and  Reciprocity  
  
Urry  (2007,  p.128)  suggested  that  “the  car  facilitates  a  domestic  mode  of  dwelling  and  
one   in  which  there  are  many  examples  of  giving  and  receiving   lifts   to  others”.  The  
notion  of  travelling  in  a  car  together,  or  as  Laurier  et  al.  (2008)  put  it,  “as  ‘a  together’”  
(p.2),  implicated  through  this  idea  of  ‘lift-­‐giving’  should  draw  attention  to  the  sociality  
in  the  car.  In  other  words,  travelling  together,  including  the  case  of  hitchhiking,  should  
be  understood  as  social  situations.  Regarding  this  point,  Laurier  et  al.’s  study  (2008)  is  
noteworthy   as   it   not   only   attends   to   the   situation   of   family   members   travelling  
together  in  the  car  but  also  colleagues  commuting  together  through  car-­‐sharing  (or  
indeed  ride-­‐sharing4).  Laurier  et  al.’s  (2007)  discussion  of  the  latter  situation,  I  argue,  
                                            
4   Laurier  et  al.  (2008)  used  the  term  ‘car-­‐sharing’,  but  I  prefer  the  term  ‘ride-­‐sharing’  as  I  think  it  is  more  precise.  
Car-­‐sharing  is  also  often  used  to  denote  the  sharing  of  the  car  as  a  material  thing  (the  sharers  will  use  the  car  for  
different  periods)  and  thus  may  cause  confusion.  I  will  use  ride-­‐sharing  hereafter.  
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has  valuable  implications  for  understanding  the  lift-­‐situation  in  hitchhiking,  although  
they   also   highlighted   the   distinctions   between   the   kind   of   ride-­‐sharing   among  
colleagues  in  daily  commuting  and  hitchhiking  which  I  will  also  attend  to.     
  
Laurier  et  al.  (2008)  noticed  that  ride-­‐sharing  is  “an  arrangement  that  at  least  in  the  
UK  draws  upon,  even  as   it   threatens   to  erase  or   confuse,   the  private-­‐public   space  
distinction”   (p.15).   This   is   not   unlike   an   argument   about   hitchhiking   made   by  
Laviolette   (2014):   the  entering  of   the  hitchhiker  makes   the   lift-­‐giver’s   car,  which   is  
often  a  private  space,  become  public  to  a  certain  extent.  Importantly,  for  hitchhikers,  
“the  experience  of  shifting  from  the  roadside  to  the  car’s  inside”  means  the  change  of  
angles  of   seeing  and   feeling  the  world.  Their   focus  becomes   less  on   the  world  out  
there   as   “sight   and   sound,   smell   and   tact,   are   thrust   into   the   confined   space   of  
someone  else’s  vehicle,  in  close  quarters  with  another’s  presence”  (Laviolette,  2014,  
p.16).   In   such   an   enclosed   and   moving   space,   the   social   situation   becomes   an  
unescapable   one   –   indeed   this   in   a   way   seems   to   capture   the   mobility/moorings  
dialectics  (Urry,  2003;  Adey,  2006)  as  for  the  hitchhiker  the  mobility  is  accompanied  
by  the  relative  immobility  of  being  confined  in  the  lift-­‐giver’s  car.  Laurier  et  al.  (2008)  
claimed   that   a   car   with   a   passenger   (or   passengers)   becomes   a   place   where   the  
expectation  is  that  ‘we  will  talk’.  This  expectation  of  making  conversations  has  also  
been   noted   in   various   research   of   hitchhiking   (e.g.   Carlson,   1972;   Franzoi,   1985;  
Laviolette,  2014;  Rinvolucri,   1974;  also   see   the  hitchhiking  guides   such  as  Wood  &  
Welsh,  1996;  König,  2013).  On  the  one  hand,  civil  inattention,  a  notion  proposed  by  
Goffman   (1959)   and   derived   by  Urry   (2007)   in   discussing   the   passengers   in   public  
trains  maintaining  ‘appropriate’  social  distance  by  minimising  the  conversing  with,  and  
even  viewing  of,  one  another  (I  argue  this  can  be  extended  to  other  public  transport  
systems),  is  not  appropriate;  on  the  other  hand,  as  indicated  in  Laurier  et  al.’s  study  
(2008),  the  sociality  in  the  contexts  of  ride-­‐sharing  and  hitchhiking  may  be  radically  
distinct   to   the   lift-­‐giving   between   family   members   and   friends   even   though  
conversations  between   the   driver  and   passenger(s)  are  also  expected   in   the   latter  
situations.  However,  as  Laurier  et  al.  (2008)  pointed  out,  hitchhiking  and  ride-­‐sharing  
varied  in  that  ride-­‐sharing  arrangement  tends  to  be  a  regular  commitment  whereas  
hitchhiking  is  often  “a  one-­‐off  act  of  hospitality  that  does  not  undermine  the  driver’s  
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freedom”   which   means   that   “[s]hould   the   shared   journey   be   found   boring,  
uncomfortable  or  even  scary,  it  does  not  have  to  be  repeated”  (p.17).  This,  however,  
also  means  that  the  hitchhiker  may  be  exposed  to  various  social  situations  during  the  
same  journey  as  he/she  hitches  different  vehicles  and  encounters  different  lift-­‐givers  
(Laviolette,  2014).  Perhaps  this  can  be  summarised  with  a  description  of  hitchhiking  
from  Kerouac’s  On  the  Road  (1955/2008):  “for  one  of  the  biggest  troubles  hitchhiking  
is   having   to   talk   to   innumerable   people,  make   them   feel   that   they   didn’t  make   a  
mistake  picking  you  up,  even  go  so  far  as  to  entertain  them  almost…”  (p.119,  my  italic).     
  
This  quote  from  Kerouac  leads  to  issues  regarding  the  relation  between  the  lift-­‐giver  
and  the  hitchhiker.  Urry  (2007)  stated:  “Car-­‐driver  control  the  social  mix  in  their  car  
just  as  homeowners  are  mostly  able  to  regulate  those  visiting  their  house”  (p.128).  In  
this  analogy,  the  car-­‐driver/homeowner  appears  to  be  in  a  position  that  can  control  
or  regulate  the  passenger/the  visitor.  Similarly,  Laurier  et  al.  (2008)  also  likened  the  
driver  (who  is  ordinarily  the  car  owner)  in  ride-­‐sharing  to  the  role  of  host  who  is  not  
only   “responsible   for   the   welfare   and   comfort”   of   the   guest   but   also   has   some  
proprietary  control  over  what  are  acceptable  habits  for  shared  travel”  (p.15)  whereas  
for  the  passenger  to  be  welcomed  as  a  guest  in  the  car  he/she  has  to  follow  certain  
social   rules  pertaining   to  being  a  guest   (Veijola  et  al.,   2014).  The   hitchhiker  as   the  
passenger/guest   in   the   car   also   needs   to   grasp   and   respect   the   driver’s   rules,  
especially   if   he/she   is   to   continue   to   benefit   from   the   free   ride   (Laviolette,   2014).  
Indeed,   Rinvolucri   (1974)   pointed   out   that   “the   driver   usually   has   a   sub-­‐   or   semi-­‐
conscious  perception  of  himself  as  the  one  with  upper  hand”  as  being  the  active  role  
in  stopping  for  the  hitchhiker  and  having  the  power  to  terminate  the  lift  (p.44);  whilst  
the  hitchhikers  often  feel  obliged  to  fit  into  the  driver’s  mood  and  converse  in  a  way  
that  the  driver  appears  to  want  as  described  in  the  quote  from  Kerouac  (1955/2008).  
The  importance  of  communicating  with  the  lift-­‐giver  during  the  ride  is  emphasised  as  
related  to  securing  the  ride  and  even   inducing  the   lift-­‐giver  to  go  out  of  his  way   in  
order   to  drop   the  hitchhiker  off   at  a   favourable  place   (Carlson,  1972;  König,  2013;  
Wood  &  Welsh,  1996).  It  is  also  suggested  that  if  the  lift-­‐giver  and  the  hitchhiker  get  
on  well  the  lift-­‐giver  may  extend  the  generosity  beyond  the  scope  of  the  lift  to,  for  
instance,   paying   for   refreshments   (Rinvolucri,   1974).   In   addition   to   making  
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conversations,  social  signals  of  friendliness  such  as  eye  contacts  and  smiles  are  also  
claimed   in  hitchhiking  guides   (König,  2013;  Wood  &  Welsh,  1996)   to  play  a   role   in  
being  welcomed  by   the   lift-­‐giver,  which   is   supported   by   some   experiments  where  
smiles  and  eye  contact  can  increase  the  lifts  offered  (Guéguen  &  Fischer-­‐Lokou,  2004;  
Snyder,  Grether  &  Keller,  1974;  Morgan  et  al.,  1975).     
  
Nevertheless,   whilst   it   is   often   the   utility   of   being   a   welcomed   hitchhiker   being  
brought  to  the  fore  in  the  mentioning  the  efforts  of  the  hitchhiker  to  converse  and  
please   the   lift-­‐giver,   Rinvolucri   (1974)   also   pointed   to   indebtedness   felt   by   some  
hitchhikers,  who  seek  recourse  to  the  principle  of  reciprocity  to  cope  with  the  feeling  
of  being  indebted  to  the  lift-­‐giver.  Six  ways  of  achieving  reciprocity  were  identified:  (1)  
direct  cash  payment  (paying  directly  to  the  lift-­‐giver  a  tacitly  agreed  rate);  (2)  indirect  
cash  payment  (e.g.  lift-­‐givers  carrying  collecting  boxes  for  charity  and  hitchhikers  put  
money  into  the  box);  (3)  offering  a  (token  of)  counter  gift  (e.g.  offering  the  lift-­‐giver  
cigarettes;  buying  the  lift-­‐giver  drinks  and  refreshments;  taking  over  the  driving  when  
the   lift-­‐giver   is   tired);   (4)   making   efforts   to   talk   and   stimulate   the   driver   (e.g.   as  
described  in  Kerouac’s  quote);  (5)  expressing  gratitude  (verbally  such  as  saying  thank  
you   and   non-­‐verbally   such   as  waving   as   the   car   goes   off);   (6)  mental   construct   of  
‘paying  it  forward’  (‘I  will  give  lifts  when  I  drive  and  see  hitchhikers’).  Nevertheless,  
Rinvolucri   (1974),   although   presenting   descriptions   and   examples   to   support   his  
identification  of  the  six  mechanisms  of  reciprocity,  provide  little  further  discussion.  In  
this   case,   perhaps   a   look   at   some   theories   about   gift-­‐giving   may   provide   some  
understanding  of  reciprocity   in  hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving,  as   it   is  claimed  that  lift-­‐giving  
can  be  understood  as  a  type  of  gift-­‐giving  (Laurier  et  al.,  2007;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  
  
The  indebtedness  highlighted  by  Rinvolucri  (1974)  seems  to  be  able  to  be  explained  by  
the   normativisitic   theories   of   understanding   reciprocity   and   gift-­‐giving   that   see  
reciprocity   of   gift-­‐giving   as   social   obligations   (Adloff,   2006)   as   indicated   in  Mauss’  
(1923/1990)   famous  statement  of  the  threefold  obligation   in  gift-­‐giving  (to  give,  to  
receive  and  to  return).  Interestingly,  the  tension  of  gift-­‐giving  and  reciprocity  is  raised  
by  some.  Gouldner  (1973)  for  instance,  implicated  the  norm  of  beneficence  or  charity  
in   which   a   gift   is   given   out   of   altruism   without   expecting   a   reciprocal   gift   but  
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nevertheless  evokes  a  counter-­‐gift  as  a  consequence.  Thus,  such  altruistic  gift-­‐giving,  
as  pointed  out  by  Adloff   (2006),  seems  to  always  shift  back  to  a   relation  based  on  
reciprocity.   Indeed,   it   was   suggested   that   because   the   first   gift   has   a   voluntary  
character  the  return  gift  lacks,  it  remains  irredeemable  (Simmel,  1908/1950)  and  thus  
render   the   receiver   forever   beholden.   Whilst   research   of   hitchhiking   has   not  
considered  whether  the  given  lift  can  be  sufficiently  reciprocated,  the  altruistic  motive  
for  lift-­‐giving  has  been  noted.  Mahood  (2016;  2018),  for  instance,  noted  that  for  most  
of  the  time  giving  lifts  to  hitchhikers  was  seen  as  an  act  of  charity,  paternalism  (as  the  
lift-­‐giver  was  often  older  than  the  hitchhiker)  or  chivalry  (in  cases  that  the  hitchhiker  
is  female).  Nevertheless,  in  Rinvolucri’s  (1974)  research  conducted  in  the  1970s  Britain,  
few  participants  regarded  the  lift-­‐giving  as  act  of  altruism.  Instead,  most  believed  that  
lift-­‐givers   picked   up   hitchhikers   for   the   sake   of   companionship   (Rinvolucri,   1974),  
which   seems   to   be   an   assumption   underlying   the   widely   shared   notion   of   the  
importance   of   conversing  with   the   lift-­‐giver   (Carlson,   1972;   Rinvolucri,   1974).   This  
assumption  to  an  extent  indicates  that  hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving  is  social  exchange,  which  
is  a  notion  central  to  the  rationalistic  and  individualistic  approaches  to  understanding  
gift-­‐giving   and   reciprocity   (Adloff,   2006).   From   these   approaches   influenced   by  
utilitarian  thinking  (see  above  discussion  about  the  utility  of  talking  to  the  lift-­‐giver),  
reciprocity  is  viewed  as  “an  outcome  of  selfish  or  self-­‐interested  behaviour”  (Adloff,  
2006,  p.411;  also  see  Komter,  2007).  In  this  sense,  the  hitchhiker’s  efforts  of  ‘giving  
something  back’  to  the  lift-­‐giver  may  be  understood  as  providing  what  the  lift-­‐giver  
appears   to   want/need   (e.g.   conversations)   in   exchange   for   what   the   hitchhiker  
him/herself   wants/needs,   namely   the   lift.   It   is   worthwhile   pointing   out   that   the  
difference  between  social  exchange  and  economic  exchange  noted  by  Blau  (1964):  the  
latter   is   characterised   by   contracts   and   exact   prices   that   do   not   induce   further  
obligations   whilst   in   the   former   there   is   only   a   generalised   expectation   of  
reciprocation  with  no  specified  obligations.  In  this  sense,  perhaps  direct  cash  payment,  
and  in  some  cases  indirect  cash  payment,  is  distinguished  from  the  other  mechanisms  
of  reciprocity  identified  by  Rinvolucri  (1974).     
  
However,  lift-­‐giving,  if  understood  as  gift-­‐giving,  cannot  be  reduced  to  merely  social  
exchange  or  merely  social  obligation,  as  Adloff  (2006),  following  Godbout  (2000)  and  
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Caillé  (2000;  2001),  argued  that  an  approach  that  attempts  to  “transcend  the  usual  
distinction  between  self-­‐interested  and  normative  actions”   is  more  appropriate  for  
understanding  gift-­‐giving  (Adloff,  2006;  p.  411).  Gift-­‐giving,  then,  stays  “between  the  
dichotomies  of  obligation  and  freedom,  between  self-­‐interest  and  disinterest  or  the  
interest  of  the  other”  (Adloff,  2006,  p.416-­‐417).  Although  gift-­‐giving  can  tend  toward  
duty,   love,  or  economic  exchange,   it  cannot  be  one-­‐sided  because  when   it   reaches  
one   of   the   extremes,   the   ‘gift’   transforms   from   a   gift   into   love,   duty   or   economic  
exchange  (Adloff,  2006).  In  other  words,  the  ‘in-­‐betweenness’  is  characteristic  to  gift-­‐
giving.  Franzoi  (1985)  conceived  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  
to   be   a   symbiotic   one,   in   the   sense   that   the   lift-­‐giver   ‘is   entertained   and   can   live  
vicariously  through  the  road  experiences  related  by  the  hitchhiker,  and  the  hitchhiker  
has  the  opportunity  to  converse  with  a  “committed”  member  of  society,  to  once  again  
hear  and  tell  about  the  romance  of  the  road,  and,  in  the  bargain,  get  a  few  miles  closer  
to  the  next  immediate  destination’  (p.667).  This  statement  to  an  extent  captures  the  
‘in-­‐betweenness’,  particularly  by   foregrounding  certain  aspects  of  human   relations  
that  may  be  fostered  by  the  gift/lift  (Godbout,  1992,  in  Komter,  2007).  To  understand  
gift-­‐/lift-­‐giving   this   way   is   not   to   downplay   the   significance   of   its   utilitarian   and  
normative   natures,   as   features   of   the   reciprocal   social   exchange   and   the   norm   of  
reciprocity  can  both  be  detected  in  Franzoi’s  (1985)  statement,  and  more  explicitly  in  
the  above  discussion  of  reciprocity   in  hitchhiking.   Instead,   it   is   to  acknowledge  the  
ambiguity  of  reciprocity  in  the  complex  social  situation  of  hitchhiking.     
  
In   addition   to   this   understanding   of   lift-­‐giving   as   gift-­‐giving,   the   complexity   of  
hitchhiking  as  a  social  situation,  or  indeed  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  
lift-­‐giver  is  also  illustrated  in  two  aspects.  First,  this  relation  is  not  fixed  but  is  likely  to  
change  to  various  extents  as  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  interact  (or  not  interact)  
with  each  other.  This  is  not  explicitly  mentioned  in  the  literature  of  hitchhiking  but  is  
implicated  in,  for  instance,  the  notion  that  if  the  hitchhiker  gets  on  well  with  the  lift-­‐
giver  the  lift-­‐giver  may  go  out  of  his/her  way  to  put  down  the  hitchhiker  where  he/she  
wants  to  be.  According  to  Laurier  et  al.  (2008,  p.16),  the  acquaintanceships  in  the  ride-­‐
sharing  situation  might  appear  “assured  and  relaxed,  even  well-­‐tuned,  the  host-­‐guest  
pairing   seemingly   dissolved,   or   perhaps   it’s   better   to   say,   evolved   into   easy  
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camaraderie”,  or  can  become  “precarious  and  tense”  due  to  various   incidents   (e.g.  
misunderstandings)  occurred  during  the  ride.  In  all  likelihood,  this  applies  to  the  case  
of  hitchhiking  as  well.  Second,  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  
cannot   be   reduced   to   that   between   the   gift-­‐giver   and   the   recipient,   it   is   always  
entangled  with   other   relations   present   in   hitchhiking   such   as   age   or   generational  
relations,   race   and   ethnic   relations,   class   relations,   and   gender   relations   (these  
relations   can   be   detected   in   various   studies,   but   perhaps   were   most   explicitly  
attended  to  in  Rinvolucri,  1974).  The  entanglement  renders  the  relation  between  the  
hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  and  hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving  as  a  social  situation  remarkably  
complicated.   As   this   research   focuses   on   gender,   the   next   section   presents   some  
understandings  of  gender  in  hitchhiking  based  on  existing  literature.     
  
2.5  Gender  in  Hitchhiking     
  
Hitchhiking  as  a  form  of  mobilities  elicits  ‘gender  issues’  (see  Uteng  &  Cresswell,  2008  
for   discussion   of   gendered  mobilities),  which   has   been   documented   in   the   limited  
studies   of   hitchhiking.   However,   while   almost   all   of   these   studies   have   to   various  
degrees  attended  to  the  notion  of  gender,  few  can  be  qualified  as  research  that  offers  
critical  understanding  of  hitchhiking  as  a  gendered  practice.  Nevertheless,  considering  
the  lack  of  investigation  of  the  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking,  especially  contemporary  
hitchhiking  travel  in  China  (let  alone  gender  in  hitchhiking  specifically),  such  studies  
can  provide  initial  understandings  of  gender  in  hitchhiking,  which  is  what  I  attempt  to  
outline  in  this  section.  
  
In  some  empirical  studies  on  hitchhiking  conducted   immediately  after  the  counter-­‐
culture   era   (Mukerji,   1978;   Franzoi,   1985;   Rinvolucri,   1974),   one   of   the   most  
noticeable   ‘facts’   is   probably   the   significant   imbalance   between   the   participant  
number   of   male   hitchhikers   and   female   hitchhikers   with   males   accounting   for   an  
overwhelming  proportion  (e.g.  in  Rinvolucri’s  study  161  out  of  the  186  hitchhikers  he  
picked  up  were  male).  Perhaps  this  was  primarily  due  to  the  widely  shared  notion  that  
the  female,  as  alluded  to  previously,  was  particularly  vulnerable  due  to  threats  and  
assaults  during  hitchhiking  (Miller,  1973;  Packer,  2008).  It  is  pointed  out  that  female  
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hitchhikers  were  viewed  by  the  (potential)  male  lift-­‐givers  as  exploitable,  which  could  
lead  to  sexual  harassment  and  even  rape.  This  perceived  risk  of   female  hitchhikers  
was   so   well   acknowledged   that   it   was   almost   taken   for   granted   (Carlson,   1972;  
Chesters  &  Smith,  2001;  Greenley  &  Rice,  1974;  Mahood,  2014;  Miller,  1973;  Packer,  
2008;  Rinvolucri,   1974).   In   fact,   females  who  asked   for  a   ride   from  strangers  were  
widely  considered  as  inviting  harassment  and  rape  (Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974),  
so  much  so  that  it  became  a  ‘rape  myth’  (Brownmiller,  1975;  Burt,  1980;  Burt  &  Estep,  
1981).  ‘Rape  myths’,  understood  as  “prejudicial,  stereotyped,  or   false  beliefs  about  
rape,  victims,  and  rapists”  (Burt,  1980,  p.217),  as  argued  by  various  researchers  (e.g.  
Burt,  1998;  Ewards  et  al.,  2011;  Lonsway  &  Fitzgerald,  1994;  Ryan,  2011;  Suarez  &  
Gadalla,   2010),   play   an   important   role   in   the   extensively   criticised   victim-­‐blaming  
tendency  in  sexual  assault  and  rape  (see  for  instance  Koss,  2010;  London  Rape  Crisis  
Centre,  1984).  Consequently,  hitchhiking  by   female  was  generally   considered  as   “a  
morally   questionable   behaviour  which  may   serve   to   impugn   the   reputation   of   the  
hitchhiker”   (Greenley  &  Rice,  1974,  p.87).   This  rendered   for   female  hitchhikers  the  
return  to  a  settle  and  ordinary  life  after  the  hitchhiking  trip  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  
whereas  young  males’  hitchhiking  was  more  readily  to  be  seen  as  a  rite  de  passage  
(Mahood,  2014).  Perhaps  it  is  in  this  sense  that  “‘the  road’  is  a  predominantly  male  
society”  (Mukerji,  1978,  p.242).     
  
Whilst  it  was  widely  believed  that  it  is  more  dangerous  for  the  female  to  hitchhike,  
free   rides   and   help   were   also   said   to   be   more   accessible   to   female   hitchhikers  
(Mahood,  2014;  Miller,  1973;  Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974;  also  see  Wood  &  Welsh,  
1996).  Morgan  et  al.’s  (1975)  experiment  on  the  impact  of  social  signals  in  hitchhiking,  
for   instance,   reported   that   the   female   participants   received   almost   three   times   as  
many  rides  as  the  male  ones,  which,  as  suggested  by  the  authors,  was  due  to  that  male  
were   usually   viewed   as   a   greater   threat   than   female   to   the   lift-­‐givers.   Further,  
Rinvolucri  (1974)  claimed  that  a  solo  female  hitchhiker  is  the  easiest  category  to  get  a  
ride  while  the  combination  of  two  (or  more)  male  hitchhikers  is  the  most  difficult  one.  
Unlike  their  male  counterparts,  female  hitchhikers  were  often  portrayed  as  not  only  
harmless   but   also   defenseless.   In   Miller’s   (1973)   account   of   hitchhiking   in   1970s  
United  States,  male  hitchhikers  were  usually  more  prepared  for  the  journey  with  plans  
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about  where  to  go  and  how  to  survive  whilst  women  hitchhikers  tended  to  set  off  
emotionally   and   decisively   and   later   found   themselves   ill-­‐equipped   for   the   trip.  
Although  this  representation  of  the  gendered  hitchhikers  may  not  have  reflected  the  
actual  situation,  it  nevertheless  reveals  how  hitchhiking  was  viewed  by  not  only  the  
researchers   but   also   the   society   and   even   the   hitchhikers   themselves   under   the  
influence  of  gender  stereotypes  at  that  time.  The  female  hitchhikers  thus  were  seen  
as  incapable  and  in  need  of  help  (remember  that  it  has  been  noted  that  a  male  lift-­‐
giver  picking  up  a   female  hitchhiker  were  perceived  as  an  act  of  chivalry,  Mahood,  
2014;  2018).  
  
Nevertheless,   it  seems  that  the  sexual  attention  of  the  (male)   lift-­‐giver  toward  the  
female   hitchhiker  may   also   have   played   a   pivotal   role   in   her   ease   of   getting   lifts.  
Although  there  was  no  evidence  that  male  lift-­‐givers  pick  up  female  hitchhikers  for  
sexual  encounters,  it  would  be  amiss  to  ignore  the  sexual  undertone  in  at  least  some  
cases   of   lift-­‐giving.   Experiments   conducted   by   Guéguen   and   colleagues   (Guéguen,  
2007;   Guéguen  &   Lamy,   2009;   Guéguen  &   Lamy,   2013)   and  Morgan   et   al.   (1975)  
showed   that   female   hitchhikers’   accentuated   second   sex   characteristic   (bust   size),  
facial   makeup   and   blond   (as   compared   to   brown   and   black)   hair   colour 5    can  
significantly  improve  the  number  of  rides  offered  by  male  drivers.  This  indicates  that  
sexual   attractiveness   might   be   associated   with   the   female’s   ease   of   hitchhiking.  
Further,  some  similar  experiments  that  included  male  hitchhikers  (Guéguen  &  Fischer-­‐
Lokou,  2004;  Snyder,  Grether  &  Keller,  1974;  Morgan  et  al.,  1975)  demonstrate  that  
the  signals  of  friendliness  (e.g.  eye  contact  and  smile)  appeared  to  have  much  greater  
effect  on  increasing  the  number  of  rides  offered  to  the  female  hitchhikers  than  that  
to  the  male  ones.  Thus,  it  was  the  female’s  body  being  subject  to  the  sexualised  gaze  
from  the  (male)  life-­‐giver.     
  
It  seems,  then,  it  was  precisely  because  it  was  more  risky  for  the  female  to  hitchhike  
that  it  was  easier  for  them  to  hitchhike  –  the  (perceived)  vulnerability  of  the  female  
                                            
5   Guéguen  (2009)  cited  some  research  which  indicates  blond  hair  is  more  attractive  to  men  than  brown  and  black  
hair.  
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rendered  the  female  hitchhikers  preferable  for  (male)  lift-­‐givers,  whether  being  seen  
as   someone   that   he   could   exploit   or   someone   that   he   needed   to   protect   from  
exploitation;  whereas  the  male  hitchhikers  were  viewed  as  not  only  invulnerable  to  
exploitation  but  also  exploitative  and  hence  threatening  to  the  lift-­‐givers.  This  notion  
that  it  is  easier  but  more  dangerous  for  the  female  than  the  male  to  hitchhike  seems  
to   remain   to  date,  as   indicated  by   the   recent  hitchhiking  guide  by  König   (2013)   in  
which  he  advised  that  “[o]ut  of  a  safety  perspective  it   is  always  better   for  a  girl   to  
hitchhike  together  with  at  least  one  guy”  and  that  it  is  easier  to  get  a  ride  “when  you  
are  a  guy  and  travel  with  a  girl”  (p.7).  In  fact,  this  has  been  a  widely  shared  tactic  in  
hitchhiking  in  earlier  times.  In  Carlson’s  (1972)  research  of  female  hitchhikers  in  the  
1970s  Britain  it  was  a  strategy  for  female  hitchhikers  to  seek  a  companion,  preferably  
a   male   to   ensure   safety,   whereas   male   hitchhikers   sometimes   travel   with   female  
companions  in  order  to  ease  the  practice  of  hitching  free  rides.  This  situation  seems  
to  be  similar  for  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China.  Information  on  the  Internet  
has  shown  that  safety  issues  has  generally  concerned  the  female,  and  it  seems  to  be  
widely  advised  that,   like   in  König’s  guide  (2013),   it   is  safer   for  a   female  hitchhiking  
traveller  to  travel  with  (at  least)  a  male  companion6   (and  these  advices  are  sometimes  
underpinned  by  stories  of  female  being  sexually  harassed  and  even  raped,  although  
the  credibility  of  these  stories  cannot  be  known).  Fu  (2014)  also  hinted  on  the  notion  
of  hitchhiking  in  mix-­‐gender  pair/group  in  order  to  balance  ease  and  safety.  
  
Yet   the   practice   of   hitchhiking   during   and   shortly   after   (and   influenced   by)   the  
counter-­‐culture   era,   as   briefly   mentioned   in   Section   2.2,   to   an   extent   challenged  
certain   predominant   social   norms,   including   gender   norms.   Mahood   (2014),   for  
instance,  claimed  that  hitchhiking  in  the  1970s  Canada  was  a  practice  that  some  young  
girls  engaged   in   to   seek  “identities  outside   school,  work,  and  domesticity”   (p.216),  
hence   subverting   the   gender   expectation   from   the   society.   In   particular,   female  
hitchhikers  attempted  to  resist  sexist  stereotypes  through  less  gender-­‐specific  clothes  
and  accessories  (Mahood,  2014).  Greenley  and  Rice  (1974)  noted  the  impact  of  the  
                                            
6   For  instance,  see  http://www.mafengwo.cn/wenda/detail-­‐6665062-­‐6665620.html  (latest  access:  May  2019).  
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ideas   of   the   second-­‐wave   feminism   on   females’   hitchhiking,   arguing   that   (some)  
female  hitchhikers  believed  that  they  could  (and  to  an  extent  did)  “engage  in  similar  
travel   patterns   as   men”   and   “learn   to   handle   the   risks   through   mastery   and  
intelligence  in  the  same  manner  that  men  have”  (p.98).  In  addition,  in  Miller’s  account  
(1973)  some  female  hitchhikers  challenges  gender  norms  through  sexual  adventure,  
which  was  conventionally  considered  to  be  preserved  for  males.  They  utilised  their  
femininity  and  sexuality  to  manipulate  the  male  lift-­‐givers,  exchanging  “sex  for  meals,  
shelter,   rides   and   companionship,  moving   from   partner   to   partner   as   their   routes  
inclination  takes  them”  (Miller,  1973,  p.18).  In  some  cases,  the  utilisation  of  femininity  
and   sexuality   could   render   the   female   hitchhikers   who   were   often   postulated   as  
victims  threatening  to  the  (male)  lift-­‐givers.  For  instance,  Packer  (2008)  illustrated  the  
femme  fatale  in  1950s  US  as  a  temptress  who  enticed  the  drivers  to  stop  while  her  
(male)  partner  hid  in  the  bushes  preparing  for  attack  and  robbery.  Another  example  
is  female  hitchhikers’  sexual  blackmail  described  by  Rinvolucri  (1974),  where  a  female  
hitchhiker   asked   the   (male)   lift-­‐giver   for  money   by   threatening   to   accuse   him   for  
sexual  harassment.  This  image  of  female  hitchhiker  utilising  femininity  and  sexuality  
is   arguably   also   portrayed   in   hitchhiking   travel   in   China.   For   instance,   there   are  
comments  circulated  on  the  Internet  of  female  hitchhiking  travellers  getting  lifts  by  
‘opening  up   their   legs’7,   although   there   seems  not   to  be  description  of   the   female  
hitchhiking  travellers  similar  to  femme  fatale  or  sexual  blackmail  (or  they  are  not  easily  
found).  Further,  it  is  necessary  to  note  that  although  the  above  cases  seem  to  serve  
as   opportunities   for   resistance   to   gender   norms,   the   resistance   was   achieved,   to  
various   degrees,   through   approximating   to   masculinity   (doing   things   in   the   same  
manner  that  men  have)  or  utilising  femininity  and  sexuality  that  presumably  aligned  
to   the   heterosexual   male   gaze.   This   contradiction   featuring   conforming   to   and  
resisting  gender  norms,  as  I  will  demonstrate  in  the  Chapter  3,  can  also  be  witnessed  
in  research  of  women’s  leisure  and  tourism.     
  
                                            
7   For  example,  see  https://baijiahao.baidu.com/s?id=1552938178047787&wfr=spider&for=pc  (latest  access:  May  
2019).  
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It  should  be  pointed  out  that  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking  cannot  be  understood  
separate  from  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  as  alluded  in  the  
Section   2.5.   In  many   situations   the   gender   relation   being   discussed   is   the   relation  
between  the  male  lift-­‐giver  and  the  female  hitchhiker.  Importantly,  Mahood  (2014)  
claimed  that  the  female  hitchhiker’s  body  “were  a  form  of  currency  on  the  patriarchal  
highway”   in  1970s  Canada,   implying   that   the   reciprocity  may  be  achieved   through  
(female)   sexuality.   This   is   also   indicated   in  Miller’s   account   (1973)   in  which   some  
women  were  said  to  exchange  their  sexuality  for  lifts  and/or  other  things.  In  fact,  this  
notion  can  even  be  seen  in  Rinvolucri’s  (1974)  own  discussion  on  sexual  encounters  in  
hitchhiking,  although  he  did  not  include  it  as  one  of  the  mechanisms  of  reciprocity.  
The  reciprocity  achieved  through  female  sexuality  exemplifies  the  ‘in-­‐betweenness’  of  
lift-­‐giving  as  a   form  of  gift-­‐giving  as   it   is   constructed  as  both  a   social  exchange   (as  
explicitly  noted  in  Mahood,  2014  and  Miller,  1973)  and  a  normative  obligation  (as  the  
rape  myth  that  a  female  asking  for  lifts  from  a  stranger  man  is  asking  to  be  rape  seems  
to,  to  an  extent,  rely  on  the  deployment  of  the  principle  of  reciprocity  to  justify  the  
rape).     
  
The  relation  between  the  male  lift-­‐giver  and  the  female  hitchhiker  is  so  emblematic  
that  gender  relations  other  than  it  has  rarely  be  attended  to.  Guéguen  and  Fischer-­‐
Lokou’s  (2004)  and  Morgan  et  al.’s  (1975)  experiments  implicate  that  those  who  give  
lifts  seemed  to  be  overwhelmingly  male.  Indeed,  in  the  research  of  hitchhiking,  the  
lift-­‐giver  is  often  presumed  to  be  a  male  (e.g.  the  lift-­‐giver  is  often  referred  to  as  a  ‘he’  
in  Rinvolucri,  1974)  –  and  this  has  to  be  the  case  for  the  notion  that  it   is  easier  but  
more   dangerous   for   the   female   to   hitchhike   to   be   so   widely   accepted.   Indeed,  
according  to  the  reviewed  studies  the  number  of  female  lift-­‐givers  seemed  to  be  much  
less  than  that  of  their  male  counterparts.  For  instance,  Laviolette  (2014)  expressed  the  
rareness  of  being  picked  up  by  a  female  driver.  One  possible  reason  for  this  is  that  
female  drivers  might  be  more  risk-­‐averse  toward  the  potential  threat  posed  by  the  
(particularly   male)   hitchhiker,   although   this   cannot   sufficiently   account   for   the  
inattention   to   the   situations   where   the   lift-­‐giver   is   a   female   in   the   research   of  
hitchhiking,  as  the  female  hitchhikers  have  been  specifically  studied  (Carlson,  1972;  
Greenley  &  Rice,  1974).  These  studies  of  female  hitchhikers  indicated  that  there  was  
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a   sizable   number   of   female   hitchhikers   (Carlson,   1972;   Greenley   &   Rice,   1974),  
although  less  than  that  of  the  male  ones  as  claimed  in  other  research  (e.g.  Mukerji,  
1978;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  Similarly,  then,  it  can  be  argued  that  female  lift-­‐givers  not  only  
were  present  but  may  have  valuable  implications  for  understanding  gender  relations  
in  the  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking.     
  
Further,   the   relation  between   the  male  hitchhiker  and   the  male   lift-­‐giver,  which   is  
probably   the   most   common   combination   (considering   most   lift-­‐givers   and   most  
hitchhikers   are   male   according   to   the   literature),   seemed   to   be   subsumed   in   the  
hitchhiker  -­‐lift-­‐giver  relation  in  a  general  sense,  in  which  case,  the  gender  aspect  of  
this  relation  was  largely  unnoticed  and  unexplored.  However,  there  are  good  reasons  
to  consider  the  gender  aspects  of  such  a  relation.  Significantly,  in  Rinvolucri’s  study  
(1974)  36  out  of  161  of  the  male  interviewees  (which  is  by  no  means  an  insignificant  
percentage)   reported   (homo)sexual   solicitation   from   male   lift-­‐givers,   which,   as  
suggested  by  Rinvolucri   (1974),  was  because  the   lift-­‐giver  “has  the  dominant  social  
and  psychological  position  and  the   lift  situation  guarantees  him  anonymity”   (p.76).  
Indeed,  even  in  cases  where  such  (homo)sexual  solicitations  were  absent,  the  relation  
between  the  male  lift-­‐giver  and  the  male  hitchhiker  might  still  have  gender  bearings  
in  that   it  may  reflect  the  hierarchy  of  masculinities   (Connell,  1987;  2005).  Mahood  
(2014)  pointed  out  that  the  male  hitchhikers  in  the  1970s  Canada,  through  their  “post-­‐
protestant-­‐ethic  dress,  hippie  hair,  and  unemployed  status”,  “transgressed  traditional  
codes  of  successful  manhood,  including  owning  key  material  possessions  such  as  a  car”  
(p.  214).  The  possession  of  the  automobility  arguably  constitutes  a  significant  element  
in  the  establishment  of  the  relation  between  the  lift-­‐giver  in  a  powerful  position  and  
the   lift-­‐giver   in   a   less   powerful   one   (Rinvolucri,   1974).   Perhaps   at   this   point   it   is  
worthwhile   mentioning   the   relentless   association   of   cars   with   masculinity   in   the  
Western  culture  (and  increasingly  in  the  non-­‐Western  culture)  (Sheller  &  Urry,  2000;  
Urry,  2007).  Thus,  not  only  that  women  are  marginalised  in  automobility  but  also  that  
the  identity  of  men  is  to  an  extent  dependent  on  whether  he  owns/drives  a  car  and  
what  sort  of  car  he  owns/drives.  The  significance  of  the  ownership  of  a  car  may  bring  
to  the  fore  the  notion  of  social  class,  implicating  that  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking  is  
intersected  by  class  relations.  This  relates  back  to  the  proposition  that  the  relation  
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between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  is  entangled,  or  indeed  is  constituted  through  
the  entanglement,  with  various  social  relations.     
  
In  considering  the  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking,  perhaps  it  is  necessary  to  consider  
also  the  possibility  of  hitchhiking  in  pairs/groups,  which  can  have  fundamental  impacts  
on  the  gender  dynamics  in  the  practice  of  hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving.  It  is  noticed  that  the  
changes  in  the  number  of  hitchhikers  and  in  gender  compositions  are  likely  to  have  
effects  on  the  practice,  which  is  reflected  in  the  abovementioned  tactic  of  hitchhiking  
with  at  least  an  opposite-­‐sex  companion  to  balance  the  ease  and  risk  in  hitchhiking.  In  
addition,   it   is   pointed   out,   for   instance,   that   in   the   situation   of   ‘sexual   blackmail’  
depicted   by   Rinvolucri   (1974),   two   conspiring   female   hitchhikers   could   make   the  
accusation  of  sexual  harassment  more  believable,  hence  being  viewed  as  greater  risk  
by  the  driver.  Such  incidents  that  are  noticed  but  seldom  further  explored  are  in  fact  
constitutive  of  a  very  complex  picture  of  power   relations   in  hitchhiking.  Moreover,  
perhaps  because  the  drivers  who  are  most  likely  to  pick  up  hitchhikers  were  said  to  be  
the  solo  male  drivers  (Rinvolucri,  1974),  most  of  the  reviewed  literature  does  not  even  
mention   the   situation   where   there   were   more   than   one   lift-­‐giver.   In   reality,  
nonetheless,  this  situation  can  occur  –  however  unlikely  it  may  be  –  and  may  affect  
the  gender  dynamics  in  the  lift-­‐situations.  This  possibility  of  the  ‘plurality’  of  both  the  
hitchhikers  and  the  lift-­‐givers  should  at  least  be  acknowledged,  if  not  explored.  
  
2.6  Summary     
  
In  this  chapter,  I  have  offered  a  general  understanding  of  hitchhiking.  It  is  likely  that  
contemporary  hitchhiking  travel  in  China  has  a  Western  root  in  that  it  emerged  along  
with   the   culture   of   independent   travel,   or   specifically   backpacker   travel,   which  
arguably   have   their   origin   from   the  West,   or   at   least,   are   influenced   by  Western  
culture.   I   provided   a   historical   account   on   hitchhiking   in   the   West   to   reveal   its  
interweaving  with  backpacking,  and  hence  tourism,  highlighting  the  popular  ‘truth’  of  
hitchhiking   being   risky  which   has   been  widely   accepted   and   is   responsible   for   the  
decline   of   hitchhiking   from   the   1970s   onward.   Specific   attention   has   been   paid   to  
hitchhiking   as   a   social   situation   through   understanding   lift-­‐giving   as   gift-­‐giving.   I  
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argued   that   understanding   hitchhiking   as   a   social   situation   can   be   beneficial   for  
beginning  to  make  sense  of  the  power  relations  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐
giver.   Lastly,   I   turned   to   gender   relations   in   hitchhiking   by   outlining   some  
understandings   of   the   playing   out   of   gender   in   hitchhiking.   The   key   messages  
delivered  can  be  summarised  as:  It  is  easier  but  more  dangerous  for  the  female  than  
the  male  to  hitchhike.  Importantly,  I  identified  the  conflicting  message  about  females’  
hitchhiking  as  both  conforming  to  gender  norms  and  resisting  gender  norms,  which  is  
a  contradiction  that  I  discuss  in  more  details  in  the  wider  context  of  women’s  tourism  
in  the  next  Chapter.  
 44 
Chapter  3  Power,  Gender  and  Sexuality  
3.1  Introduction  
  
In  this  Chapter  I  attempt  to  provide  an  understanding  of  power,  gender  and  sexuality.  
Perhaps  it  is  necessary  to  first  clarify  that  I  use  the  term  ‘power’  in  a  Foucauldian  sense,  
in  which  power  is  considered  as  what  “makes  individuals  subjects”  (Foucault,  1982,  
p.781,  and  this  point  shall  become  clear  through  my  discussion).  In  this  case,  whilst  
the  notion  of  ‘power’  may  not  seem  to  be  explicitly  taken  up  in  this  chapter  (or  indeed  
throughout  the  thesis),  it  is  in  fact  ubiquitous,  especially  in  my  discussion  of  gender  
(and  sexuality).  As  some  scholars  (e.g.  Bradley,  2012;  Connell,  1987;  Radtke  &  Stam,  
1994)  suggested,  gender  relations  are  always  already  power  relations.  In  the  rest  of  
this   chapter,   I   first   attend   to   the   research   of   women’s   tourism   (and   leisure).   In  
particular,  I  noted  that  the  contradiction  between  conforming  to  gender  norms  and  
resisting  gender  norms  identified  in  females'  hitchhiking  in  Chapter  2  is  also  present  
in  women’s  tourism.  Then  I  further  discuss  this  contradiction  by  situating  it  in  three  
strands   of   feminist   debates:   the   contention   raised   by   postmodernism   (or  
poststructuralism),   the   critiques   of   postfeminism   and   the   encounter   between  
feminism  and  queer  theory.  I  next  turn  to  Butler’s  theories  of  gender,  sex  and  sexuality  
in  her  earlier  works  before  attending  to  her  conception  of  ‘vulnerability’  developed  in  
her  later  works.  I  argued  that  Butler’s  account  of  agency  has  aptly  captured,  and  hence  
is  valuable   for  understanding,   the  complexity  of  contradiction  between  constraints  
and  resistance  identified  in  women’s  tourism  and  females’  hitchhiking.  In  this  sense,  
Butler’s   theories   can   contribute   to   a   critical   understanding   of   gender   relations   in  
hitchhiking  travel.  
  
3.2  Gender  and  Tourism     
  
Considering   that  hitchhiking,  especially  hitchhiking   travel   in   contemporary  China   is  
closely  related  to  tourism,  a  critical  account  of  gender  in  hitchhiking  is  likely  to  benefit  
from  an  overview  of  gender  in  tourism  (and  in  its  sister  field  leisure).  It  was  suggested  
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that  the  inclusion  of  women  as  the  object  (and  the  subject)  in  leisure  and  tourism  was  
a  crucial  step  towards  a  scholarship  that  is  more  gender-­‐conscious  (Henderson,  1994;  
Swain,   1995).   However,   while   the   past   two   decades   or   so   have   seen   increasing  
research  interest  in  women  in  tourism,  women  were  often  researched  as  producers  
rather  than  consumers  of  tourism  (Pritchard,  2004;  Pritchard  et  al.,  2007).  There  has  
been  a  growth  in  the  amount  of  research  treating  women  as  tourists,  especially  after  
Kinnaird  and  Hall’s  (1994)  call  for  research  on  the  ‘gendered  tourists’.  The  ‘gendered  
tourists’  also  include  men,  which,  however,  have  received  little  attention  compared  
to  women.  This  may  be  due  to  the  androcentrism  in  tourism  research  –  historically  
tourism  research  has  been  implicitly  rested  on  men’s  experiences  (Figueroa-­‐Demecq,  
et   al.,   2015).   Yet   such   traditional   research   is   not   necessarily   gender-­‐conscious,   as  
although  the  representation  of  tourist  experiences  has  been   largely  masculine,   the  
masculinities  have  yet  to  be  uncovered  (Pritchard,  2014).  Although  recently  studies  of  
men   and  masculinities   in   tourism   have   emerged   (see,   for   example,   the   collection  
edited  by  Thurnell-­‐Read  &  Casey,  2014),  there  remains  a  serious  deficiency  (Pritchard,  
2014),   especially   those   that   can   inform   this   research   about   hitchhiking   travel.  
Therefore,  in  this  section  the  focus  would  be  on  female  tourists,  whilst  attention  is  
paid   to   men   where   relevant.   In   particular,   I   examine   the   literature   through   the  
framework  of  the  three  approaches  to  women’s  leisure  by  Shaw  (1994):  (1)  constrains  
to   leisure,   (2)   leisure   as   constraining,   and   (3)   leisure   as   resistance,   which   have  
manifested  themselves  time  and  again  as  indicated  in  the  series  of  integrative  reviews  
of   research   on   women   and   leisure   conducted   by   Henderson   and   colleagues  
(Henderson,   1990;   Henderson,   1996;   Henderson   &   Gibson,   2013;   Henderson   &  
Hickerson,   2007;   Henderson,   Hodges   &   Kivel,   2002).   These   three   approaches   to  
women’s   leisure,  as   I  will  show  shortly,  have  been  present   in  research  of  women’s  
tourism.  In  addition,  although  these  approaches  emerged  from  the  scholarship  in  the  
West,   they   are   to   various   extents   implicated   in   the   studies   of   ‘Chinese   gendered  
tourists’,   which,   nevertheless,   is   extremely   limited   and   is  mostly   concerned   about  
women  (Xu  &  Gu,  2018).  Therefore,  whilst  I  will  attend  to  some  research  in  Chinese  
contexts,  the  focus  remains  largely  on  the  Western  research  in  this  section.     
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Central  to  the  first  approach  that  analyses  women’s  constraints  to  leisure  and  tourism  
is  the  claim  that  women  have  confronted  a  variety  of  constraints  in  their  participation  
in  and  enjoyment  of  leisure  and  tourism  activities  (Shaw,  1994,  also  see  Deem,  1982;  
1986;   1996).   In  particular,   family  obligations,  especially   childcare,  have  posed  as  a  
significant   constraint   to   leisure   and   tourism   for   women.   Selänniemi   (2002),   for  
instance,  indicated  that  even  when  women  are  on  holidays,  especially  for  those  with  
young  children,  they  still  tend  to  be  more  aware  of  the  family  responsibilities  and  thus  
less   likely  to  enter  the   liminoidity  of  the  holiday  than  their  male  partners   (also  see  
Davidson,   1996).   Small’s   (2005)   research   also   reported   that   for  women   (especially  
wives  and  mothers)   freedom  from  family  responsibility,  especially  childcare,  rather  
than   freedom   from   their  paid   jobs   constitutes   the  prominent   feature  of  enjoyable  
holiday.   This   seems   to   be   the   situation   also   for   Chinese   women,   who   are   also  
responsible  for  the  care-­‐taking  duties  within  the  family,  as  it   is  usually  the  holidays  
free  from  such  duties  that  are  experienced  as  relaxation  (Zhang  &  Hitchcock,  2014).     
  
Shaw  (1994)  also  alluded  to  the  fear  of  violence  as  another  significant  constraining  
aspect  of  women’s  leisure  lives.  The  fear  of  women  in  solo  travel  has  been  noted  by  
some  researchers  (Jordan  &  Aitchison,  2008;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005;  Wilson  &  Little,  
2005;   2008).   It   is   reported   that   solo   female   travellers   are   usually   aware   of   the  
sexualised  speculation  from  (especially  local)  males.  They  are  worried  about  that  their  
solo   presence  may   be  mistakenly   interpreted   as   availability   and   attract   undesired  
sexual  attention,  which  could  lead  to  sexual  harassment  (Jordan  &  Aitchison,  2008;  
Jordan   &   Gibson,   2005).   This   experience   of   “a   particular   conspicuousness   and  
anxiousness  under  a  perceived  male  gaze”,  accompanied  by  a  heightened  sense  of  
vulnerability  (to  sexual  violence),  contributes  considerably  to  the  fear  of  solo  female  
travellers  (Wilson  &  Little,  2008).  Such  fear  is  certainly  not  exclusive  to  the  Western  
women  (which  are  the  research  subject  in  these  abovementioned  studies).  Safety  is  a  
key  concern  for  Asian  solo  female  travellers,  including  Chinese  solo  female  travellers  
(Seow  &  Brown,  2018;  Xu  &  Liu,  2018;  Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &  Arcodia,  2017;  2018;  
or  indeed  Chinese  female  tourists  in  general,  see  Zheng  &  Fan,  2007).  In  fact,  research  
has  suggested  that  generally  Asian,  or  ‘Eastern’  tourists  (regardless  of  gender),  tend  
to  be  less  adventurous  and  more  sensitive  to  risk  than  their  Western  counterparts  (e.g.  
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Maoz,   2007;   Zhu,   2009).   For   Asian   solo   female   travellers,   the   perception   of   risk   is  
intensified  as  they  are  challenged  not  only  by  gendered  risks  (those  reported  by  their  
Western  counterparts)  but  also  racialised  risks  (e.g.  discrimination  and  exclusion  by  
the   hosts   and   Western   travellers)   (Yang,   Khoo-­‐Lattimore   &   Arcodia,   2018).  
Furthermore,  the  widespread  and  deep-­‐rooted  sociocultural  expectations  from  their  
home  societies  (especially  those  influenced  by  Confucian  ideology  such  as  China,  see  
Chapter  4)  that  it  is  not  suitable  for  women  to  travel  alone  has  been  noted  as  a  major  
barrier  for  Asian  women’s  participation  in  solo  travel  (Seow  &  Brown,  2018;  Xu  &  Liu,  
2018;  Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &  Arcodia,  2018).     
  
The  second  approach,  understanding  leisure  and  tourism  as  constraining,  challenges  
the   positivity   toward   leisure   and   tourism   in   the   first   approach   and   sees   cultural  
practices   including   leisure   and   tourism   as   where   gender   stereotypes   and   gender  
inequalities  can  be  reproduced  (Shaw,  1994).  For  instance,  under  this  perspective  the  
abovementioned  family  holidays  where  women  usually  continue  their  roles  as  care-­‐
takers  (Davidson,  1996;  Selänniemi,  2002;  Small,  2005;  Zhang  &  Hitchcock,  2014)  can  
be  seen  as  reproducing  the  socially  constructed  gender  relations  within  the  family.  In  
addition,   researchers   (Abramovici,   2007;   Jordan,   2007;   Small,   2016;   2017)   noticed  
that  there  are  certain  beauty  ideals  that  women  contrive  to  approximate  to  on/for  
holidays.  For  instance,  Jordan  (2007)  and  Small  (2017)  both  noticed  that  there  is  an  
ideal   ‘beach   body’   aspired   by   women   which   was   slim,   toned,   tanned   and   well-­‐
groomed  through  their  studies  of  women’s  lifestyle  magazines  in  the  UK  and  Australia  
respectively.  Abramovici  (2007)  discussed  Italian  women’s  tanning,  arranging  bikinis  
and  parading  at  the  beach,  arguing  that  these  bodily  performances,  rather  than  the  
water,  are  the  reason  for  the  presence  of  their  bodies.  Interestingly,  the  aspiration  of  
the  ideal  body  and  bodily  performance,  as  suggested  by  the  researchers  (Abramovici,  
2007;  Jordan,  2007;  Small,  2016;  2017),  is  a  result  of  the  heterosexual  male  gaze  upon  
the  female  body  as  a  public  property.  Unlike  the  solo  female  travellers,  in  these  cases  
women   attempted   to   please   the   heterosexual   male   gaze   as   opposed   to   being  
intimidated  by  it,  so  much  so  that  the  good  or  bad  holiday  experiences  can  be  greatly  
influenced  by  women’s  perceptions  of  the  degree  of  their  approximation  to  an  ideal  
holiday  body,  causing  “shame,  embarrassment  and  discomfort  when  they  felt  they  did  
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not  approximate  this  ideal  and  pleasure  when  they  felt  they  had”  (Small,  2016,  p.29).  
This  seems  to  show  the  constraining  power  of  the  male  gaze  in  another  dimension  –  
perhaps   at   a   deeper   level   as   the   pleasure   acquired   through   that   approximation  
perpetuates  the  stereotypical  feminine  beauty.     
  
Moreover,   Jordan   and  Aitchison   (2008)   argued   that   the   opportunities   for   the   solo  
female   travellers   to   assume   the   role   of   anonymous   flâneur  was   severely   hindered  
since  it  is  not  possible  for  solo  female  travellers  to  wander  across  the  public  tourist  
spaces  unseen  or  (at  times)  without  adverse  consequence.  Indeed,  it  has  been  pointed  
that  tourist  spaces  are  gendered  (Pritchard  &  Morgan,  2000a;  2000b).  In  his  study  of  
Israeli  backpackers,  Noy  (2007;  2008)  suggested  that  the  “hegemonic  masculinity  is  
constructed   and   pursued   in   this   tourist   (sub)culture”   through   ‘militouristic’  
(romanticist  and  semi-­‐militaristic)  challenges  (p.66).  This  collectivized  masculinity  has  
been   imposed   upon   Israeli   female   backpackers   so   that   some   of   them   contrive   to  
approximate  the  masculine  backpacker  identity  predominant  in  the  narrative  of  Israeli  
backpacking   culture   (Noy,   2008).   Similarly,   solo   travel   (or   travel   in   general),   often  
labelled  as  ‘adventure’  or  ‘exploration’,  has  been  largely  masculinised  (Little  &  Wilson,  
2005;   Lozanski,   2014).   In   these   contexts,   “the   notion   that   solo   travel   is   somehow  
unsafe   and,   at   certain   times   and   in   certain   places,   inappropriate”   for   women   is  
perpetuated,  and  consequently  females  who  travel  solo  “accommodate  by  doing  what  
is  safe,  right  and  sensible  and  by  keeping  themselves  out  of  harm’s  way”  (Wilson  &  
Little,  2008,  p.182).  In  China,  gender  division  of  tourism  activities  is  seen  in  backpacker  
groups  (Lim,  2009;  Ong  &  du  Cros,  2012).  For  instance,  Ong  &  du  Cros  (2012)  noted  
that  among  Chinese  backpackers  (travelling  in  Macau)  the  females  were  not  expected  
to   engage   in   adventurous   activities   (e.g.   long-­‐distance   cycling   trip)   but   to   be  
‘supportive’  for  their  male  counterparts  who  embarked  on  such  activities  (e.g.  cooking  
for  them).     
  
From   these   cases,   It   can   be   seen   that   not   only   (stereotypical)   femininity   but   also  
masculinity   can   be   reinforced   in   leisure   and   tourism   (e.g.   the   hegemonic   and  
normalised  masculinity  of  Israeli  backpackers  in  Noy,  2007;  2008).  In  fact,  a  variety  of  
research  has  shown  that  masculinity  is  continuously  embodied  in  tourism  spaces  (e.g.  
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Malam,  2008;  Knox  &  Hannam,  2007;  Thurnell-­‐Read,  2011).  Sex  tourism,  particularly,  
is   recognised   as   a  way   for  men   to   search   for  masculine   identities   (e.g.  Hobbs,  Na  
Pattalung   &   Chandler,   2011;   Rivers-­‐Moore,   2012),   especially   the   hegemonic  
masculinity,  understood  as  “the  configuration  of  gender  practice  which  embodies  the  
currently   accepted   answer   to   the   problem   of   the   legitimacy   of   patriarchy,   which  
guarantees   (or   is   taken   to   guarantee)   the   dominant   position   of   men   and   the  
subordination  of  women”  (Connell,  2005,  p.77).     
  
The  analytic  approach  of  leisure  and  tourism  as  constraining  and  that  of  constraints  to  
leisure  and  tourism  can  neither  be  easily  distinguished  nor  conflated,  especially  when  
leisure   (and   tourism)   is   conceptualised  as  experience   instead  of   time  and  activities  
(Wearing  &  Wearing,   1988).   Shaw   (1994)   stated   that   these   two   approaches  when  
considered   together   imply   the   inherent   contradictions   in   women’s   leisure   (and  
tourism):   Whilst   women’s   freedom   for   participation   in   leisure   may   be   acquired  
through   overcoming   constraints   (constraints   to   leisure),   such   participation,  
nevertheless,  may  reproduce  and  reinforce  the  gendered  power  relation  (leisure  as  
constraining)  which  causes  those  constraints.  Leisure  (and  tourism),  thus,  cannot  be  
understood  as  inherently  positive  or  negative,  as  both  positive  and  negative  outcomes  
can   be   induced   simultaneously   by   the   same   leisure   (and   tourism)   situation   (Shaw,  
1994).  
  
The  third  approach,  as  a  move  beyond  the  thesis  of  constraints,  sees  women’s  leisure  
and  tourism  as  opportunities  for  resistance  (Shaw,  1994;  2001).  In  responding  to  the  
approach   of   constraints   to   leisure,   participating   leisure   and   tourism   activities,  
especially  non-­‐traditional  ones  such  as  solo  travel,  women  can  challenge  restrictive  
social   roles   (Henderson   &   Gibson,   2013;   Shaw,   1994).   Harris   and   Wilson   (2007)  
suggested  that  engagement  with  both   independent  business  travel  and  solo  travel,  
which  the  patriarch  society  conventionally  deems  inappropriate  for  women,  serves  as  
“opportunities  to  push  the  boundaries  of  constraint,  and  to  find  sources  of  inspiration,  
empowerment  and   self-­‐development”   (p.244).   Similarly,   Jordan  and  Gibson   (2005)  
suggested   that   solo   female   travellers   could  employ  various   strategies   to   resist   the  
male  gaze,  which  can  result  in  a  sense  of  confidence,  freedom,  self-­‐development  and  
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empowerment.  In  an  Asian  Context,  Seow  and  Brown  (2018)  argued  that  resistance  is  
important   for   Asian   solo   female   travellers   as   they   (need   to)   challenge   gender  
expectations  imposed  upon  them  by  their  home  societies.  Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  and  
Arcodia   (2018)   suggested   that  Asian  women,   like   their  Western  counterparts,   gain  
empowerment   through   participating   and   experiencing   solo   travel   that   is   generally  
perceived  as  risky  for  them.  Interestingly,  Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  and  Arcodia  (2018)  
pointed   out   that   the   perceived   risks   in   female   travelling   solo   were   overcome   by  
acceptance   instead   of   resistance,   and   hence   propose   acceptance   as   an   alternative  
stage   in   the   process   of   gaining   empowerment.   Such   acceptance,   however,   may  
perpetuate  the  ‘taken-­‐for-­‐grantedness’  that  women  are  more  prone  to  vulnerability  
and  at  more  risk  during  (solo)  travel  as  noted  in  the  approach  that  understands  leisure  
and   tourism  as   constraining   (I  will   return   to   this   in  Section  3.5).   Thus,   this   idea  of  
overcoming  risk  by  acceptance  points  to  the  contradictory  nature  of  participation  in  
solo  female  travel.  In  Wilson,  Holdsworth  and  Witsel’s  (2009)  study  of  women’s  travel  
guidebooks,  the  conflicting  messages  between  empowerment/resistance  and  fear  (as  
an  important  aspect  of  the  constraints  experienced  by  women)  is  made  particularly  
explicit:  “While  the  guidebooks  are  implying  a  discourse  of  women  as  empowered  and  
resistant  to  male-­‐dominated  control  of  public  space,  they  are  also  playing  a  part  in  
reinforcing  gendered  constructions  of  women’s  travel  as  unsafe,  socially  unacceptable  
and  risky”  (p.10).     
  
Likewise,   women’s   exploration   of   sexuality   in   tourism   has   been   viewed   as  
transgression  of  gender  norms  (Weichselbaumer,  2012;  Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Poria,  
2013).   As   the   past   two   decades   has  witnessed   an   increase   of  women   engaging   in  
sexual   relation  with   local  men  on   holidays,   researchers   have   debated   on  whether  
women   engage   in   sex   tourism   (e.g.   Bauer,   2014;  Herold,  Garcia  &  DeMoya,   2001;  
Jeffreys,   2003;   Pruitt   &   LaFont,   1995;  Weichselbaumer,   2012),   which   traditionally  
denotes  male  tourists  travelling  (usually  to  developing  countries)  expecting  to  engage  
in   (commercial)   sex  with   local  women.  Weichselbaumer   (2012)  argued  against   the  
views  that  see  the  sexual  relation  between  the  female  tourist  and  the  local  male  as  
“either   purely   sexual-­‐monetary   exchanges   or   ‘romance’”   and   highlighted   the  
multiplicity   of   women’s   experiences   in   these   contexts   where   “desires   for   love,  
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romance,  sex  and  comradeship  are  often  entangled  and  money  or  material  benefits  
may  be  provided  or  not”  (p.128).  By  drawing  upon  the  concept  of  ‘carnivalesque’,  she  
suggested   that   “[h]olidays,   like   carnival,   are   constructed   as   a   time   outside   of  
traditional   order   where   norms   can   be   deliberately   transgressed”   (p.128),   and  
therefore  potentially  subversive.  In  a  similar  way,  Berdychevsky,  Gibson  and  Poria’s  
(2013;   2015)   research   of   women’s   sex   in   tourism   (not   necessary   with   local   men)  
argued  that  women’s  exploration  of  sexuality  such  as  engaging  in  inversion  of  sex  roles  
on  holidays  can  be  seen  as  resistance  to  the  gendered  expectations  and  the  power  
relation   in   sexual   behaviour   as   they   perform   beyond   the   boundaries   of   norms,  
statuses,  and  rules  of  appropriateness  that  applied  to  them  at  home.  However,  it  is  
also   noted   that   women’s   confidence   to   transgress   sexual   roles   relies   on   self-­‐
perception  of  their  own  feminine  sexiness  during  their  sexual  exploration  on  holidays  
(Berdychevsky,   Gibson   &   Poria,   2013;   2015).   In   this   sense,   while   they   consider  
themselves  as  embracing  a  masculine  approach  through  free  and  active  exploration  
in   sexual   behaviour   on   holidays,   their   conformity   to   gender-­‐specific   standards   of  
attractiveness  contradictorily  serves  to  reinforce  gender  stereotypes  (Berdychevsky,  
Gibson   &   Poria,   2015).   In   this   sense,   the   contradiction   between   constraints   and  
resistance   in  women’s   leisure  and   tourism,   thus,   is   also  demonstrated   in  women’s  
exploration  of  sexuality  in  tourism.     
  
It  is  also  worthwhile  attending  to  ‘girlfriend  getaways’  (GGA),  understood  as  women  
travelling  together.  It  is  reported  that  women  participated  in  GGA  as  a  women-­‐only  
context   learn  to  manage  fear,  “to  deal  with  the  situations  outside  of  their  comfort  
zones,   to  negotiate  gender  appropriate   scripts,   and   to  practice   resistance   to   social  
message”,   all   of   which   “promoted   feelings   of   pride   and   maturity,   facilitated  
developing  assertiveness  and  reaching  goals,  encouraged  testing  personal  limits  and  
broadening   horizons”,   hence   gaining   empowerment   (Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Bell,  
2013,  p.619-­‐620).  The  potential  of  empowerment  in  women/female-­‐only  settings  has  
been  widely  recognised   in  leisure  studies,  especially  the  research  of   lifestyle  sports  
such   as   canoeing   (McDermott,   2004)   and   skateboarding   (Atencio,   Beal   &  Wilson,  
2009).  Nevertheless,   it   is  cautioned  that  the  complication  of  this   feminist  potential  
should   also   be   acknowledged   (Roy,   2013).   Roy   (2013)   identified   the   “essentialised  
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discourse  which  presumes  a  shared  female  experience  that  is  subordinate,  feminine  
and  heterosexual”  (p.215)  present  to  various  degrees  in  various  female-­‐only  surfing  
spaces.   In   the   context   of   GGA,   Khoo-­‐Lattimore   and   colleagues   (Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &  
Prayag,  2018;  Khoo-­‐Lattimore,  Prayag  &  Disegna,  2018)  noted  that  (hotel)  marketing  
and  products  of  GGA  were  stereotypical  in  that  they  assumed  their  targeted  women  
sought  the  conventional  ‘girly’  activities  such  as  shopping  and  spa  visits.  This  indicates  
the  possibility  that  participants  in  GGA  seek  these  ‘girly’  activities,  hence  complying  
with   the   conventional   femininity.   In   fact,   this   possibility   is   implicated   through   the  
studies  of  male-­‐only  travel  such  as  stag  tour,  which  is  understood  as  a  special  space  
and   time   for   ‘blokes   doing   blokes’   stuff’   (Thurnell-­‐Read,   2012;   2014).   Indeed,  
Berdychevsky,  Gibson   and  Bell   (2016)   pointed   out   the   conflict   perceptions   for   the  
term  ‘girlfriends  getaway’  (and  the  meaning  associated  with  it):  ‘While  some  women  
found   it   to   be   adequate,   accurate,   cute   and   reflective   of   their   all-­‐female   tourist  
experiences,   others   described   it   as   stereotypical,   narrow/claustrophobic,   “pink”,  
inadequate,  and  unreflective  of  their  experiences’  (p.106).  These  gender  stereotypes  
in   GGA,   however,   has   not   been   taken   into   consideration   in   formulating   GGA   as  
empowerment.     
  
In  a  Chinese  context,  Xu  and  Liu’s  study  (2018)  is,  to  my  knowledge,  the  only  study  of  
solo  female  travellers.  Based  on  an  autoethnography,  Xu  and  Liu  (2018)  suggested  that  
self-­‐development   and   self-­‐empowerment   are   the   meanings   of   solo   female   travel,  
which,  to  a  large  extent  echoes  the  arguments  in  studies  of  Western  (Harris  &  Wilson,  
2007;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005)  and  Asian  (Seow  &  Brown,  2018;  Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  
&  Arcodia,  2018)  solo  female  travellers.  Women’s  exploration  of  sexuality  on  holidays  
has   not   been   investigated   in   a   Chinese   context.   However,   ‘yanyu’   (艳遇 ),   often  
referring   to   romantic   encounters   during   travel,   has   been   attended   to   by   some  
researchers  (Liu  &  Sun,  2015;  Xu  &  Ye,  2016).  Although  the  notion  of  ‘yanyu’  has  a  
sexual  undertone  and   sometimes  does   involve   sexual  encounters,   it   is   argued   that  
‘yanyu’  should  be  considered  as  joyful  experiences  of  a  romantic  atmosphere  more  
than  the  pursuit  for  love  affairs  and  sexual  encounters  (Liu  &  Sun,  2015;  Xu  &  Ye,  2016).  
Nevertheless,  the  relatively  free  interactions  between  men  and  women  in  the  context  
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of   ‘yanyu’   indicates   “a   change   in   social   attitudes   and   behaviour   toward   sexual  
relationship”  (Xu  &  Ye,  2016,  p.108;  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  changing  perceptions  
of  sexual  relationship  in  China  see  Chapter  4).  In  terms  of  GGA,  Song’s  research  (2017)  
shows  that  spa  (and  other  activities  related  to  wellness)  and  shopping  are  among  the  
most  preferred  tourism  activities  for  women  participating  in  all-­‐female  tours  in  Hong  
Kong,  hence  confirming  the  stereotypical  view  of  GGA  mentioned  above.     
  
The  notion  of  ‘resistance’  (and  that  of  ‘constraint’)  is  not  given  prominence  to  in  these  
abovementioned  studies  in  a  Chinese  context.  In  fact,  among  the  (limited)  research  of  
the  gendered  (mostly  female)  tourists  the  notions  of  resistance  and  empowerment  
have   been  merely   implicated   but   not   yet   explicitly   attended   to.  Historically,   travel  
activities  of  Chinese  women  were   severely   constrained,  especially   in   that   they  are  
considered   as   dependent   on   their   male   travel   partners   (Zhang,   2005).   To   date,  
however,  the  situation  of  female  travellers  has  changed  dramatically  as  women  have  
been  recognised  as  a  prospective  market  segment  for  tourism  industry   (Ding  &  Lu,  
2006;  Zheng  &  Fan,  2007),  which  seems  to  be  largely  due  to  their  improving  economic  
and  social  status  and  increasing  power  to  purchase  (Deng  &  Li,  2003;  Xie  &  Bao,  2006).  
Being  able  to  support  themselves  and  their  families  financially,  Chinese  women  also  
seek  to  ‘pamper  and  spoil’  themselves  (Li,  Wen  &  Leung,  2011)  in  various  ways  such  
as  buying  high-­‐quality  products  for  themselves  and  treating  themselves  with  trips  and  
holidays.  Whilst   such   ability   to   consume  products   and   services   in   tourism  may   be  
understood  as  a  way  of  women’s  empowerment,  consumer  culture,  as  I  will  discuss  in  
Chapter   4,   plays   a   vital   role   in   the   (re)production   of   gendered   subjects   in  
contemporary  China  (e.g.  Chen,  2012;  Hooper,  1998;  Rofel,  2007;  Thornham  &  Feng,  
2010)  that  does  not  necessarily  serve  to  empower  women.  Indeed,  this  is  implicated  
in   the   cases   mentioned   by   Zhang   and   Hitchcock   (2014)   where   some   professional  
women  who  are  usually  busy  with  career  regarded  family  holidays  as  a  way  of  fulfilling  
their   identities   as   virtuous  wives,   good  mothers   and   filial   daughters   in   traditional  
ethics.  While  in  this  sense  the  holiday  might  be  experienced  as  enabling  or  fulfilling  
rather  than  constraining,  it   is  the  family  responsibilities  accorded  to  women  by  the  
(gendered)  traditional  ethics  that  significantly  affect  the  female  tourists’  experiences.  
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The   contradiction   between   constraints   and   resistance/empowerment   in   women’s  
tourism,   I   argue,   is  particularly   illuminating   for   considering   the  conflict  of   females’  
hitchhiking  (as  both  conforming  to  and  resisting  gender  norms)  identified  in  Chapter  
2.  I  have  focused  on  studies  of  three  types  of  women’s  tourism,  namely,  solo  female  
travel,  women’s  exploration  of  sexuality  on  holidays,  and  GGA.  This  is  because  they  all,  
to  a  certain  extent,  correspond  to  some  aspects  of  females’  hitchhiking  that  is  key  to  
understanding  the  conforming-­‐resisting  conflict.  Hitchhiking,  like  solo  travel,  has  been  
seen  as  dangerous  for  the  female,  and  by  engaging  in  the  practice  of  hitchhiking  which  
is   considered   as   inappropriate   or   unsuitable   for   them,   females   were   challenging  
gender  stereotypes  (Greenley  &  Rice,  1974;  Mahood,  2014).  In  Greenley  and  Rice’s  
study   (1974)  many   female   hitchhikers   reported   that   they   “had   learned   to  manage  
most  potentially  unfortunate  situations”  (p.98),  including  sexual  threats  and  assaults,  
through  repeated  participation  in  hitchhiking.  Arguably,  this  feeling  of  mastery  is  not  
unlike  the  feeling  of  empowerment  depicted  in  the  research  of  solo  female  travellers  
(Harris  &  Wilson,  2007;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005;  Seow  &  Brown,  2018;  Xu  &  Liu,  2018;  
Yang,   Khoo-­‐Lattimore   &   Arcodia,   2018).   On   the   other   hand,   the   widely   accepted  
notion  of  hitchhiking  being  dangerous  for  the  female  has  resulted  in  the  extensively  
shared  tactic  that  it  is  best  for  a  girl  to  hitchhike  with  a  guy  for  safety  concerns  (Carlson,  
1972;  Fu,  2014;  König,  2013),  although  “another  girl  will  do”  (Carlson,  1972,  p.140).  
This  preference  for  a  male  rather  than  a  female  companion  for  female  hitchhikers  was  
simply   assumed   and   has   not   been   further   explored.   Females   hitchhiking   together  
seems   to   be   tenuously   linked   to   the   construction   of   female-­‐only   spaces   in   GGA  
(Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Bell,  2012;  2016;  Gibson,  Berdychevsky  &  Bell,  2014;  Khoo-­‐
Lattimore   &   Prayag,   2018;   Khoo-­‐Lattimore,   Prayag   &   Disegna,   2018;   Song,   2017).  
Further,   the   female   hitchhikers   were   viewed   as   resisting   (intentionally   or  
unintentionally)  gender  norms  through  the  utilisation  of  their  femininity  and  sexuality  
(Miller,   1973),   An   assumption   behind   this   was   that   sexual   adventure   was   not  
preserved  for  men,  which,   to  an  extent,  resembles  that  of  women’s  exploration  of  
sexuality  on  holidays  (Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Poria,  2013;  2015;  Berdychevsky,  Poria  
&   Uriely,   2013).   In   the   next   section,   I   further   examine   these   ideas   through   three  
important   feminist   debates:   (1)   feminist   contention   raised   by   postmodernism   (or  
poststructuralism),  (2)  the  critiques  of  postfeminism,  and  (3)  the  encounter  between  
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feminism  and  queer  theory.  This,  I  argue,  can  provide  insights  for  the  three  types  of  
women’s   tourism   highlighted   above   as   valuable   for   understanding   females’  
hitchhiking.  
  
3.3  Gender,  Feminism  and  Queer  Theory  
  
Postmodernism/Poststructuralism1   and  Feminism     
  
Postmodernism  has  provoked  much  contention  among  feminists.   (Nicholson,  1990;  
Grosz,  1990a;  1990b).  The  tension  lies  between  postmodernism  and  feminism  is  the  
usefulness   of   postmodern   thinking   in   theorising   an   non-­‐essentialised   and   non-­‐
universalised   understanding   of   women   by   highlighting   the   difference   in   women’s  
needs   and   experiences   (Flax,   1987;   Fraser   &   Nicholson,   1988)   and   the   (possible)  
hindrance  to  feminist  politics  caused  by  this  refutation  to  a  unified  notion  of  the  social  
subject  ‘woman’  that  feminism  is  said  to  depend  on  (Bordo,  1990;  Di  Stefano,  1988;  
Hartstock,  1990).  McNay  (1992)  believed  that  the  formulation  of  a  new  variation  as  
postmodern  feminism  was  not  necessary  for  feminist  to  come  to  terms  with  difference  
and  that  “feminism  cannot  afford  to  relinquish  either  a  general  theoretical  perspective,  
or  an  appeal  to  metanarratives  of  justice”  (p.7).  However,  this  does  not  mean  that  she  
rejects  entirely   the   so-­‐called  postmodern   thinking.   Instead,  by   turning   to  Foucault,  
who,  although  often  categorised  in  the  postmodern  canon,  cannot  be  fitted  easily  in  
either  postmodernism  or  modernism  (also  see  Mills,  2003),  McNay  (1992)  attempted  
to   move   beyond   “the   artificial   polarities   of   the   modern/postmodern   debate”   in  
feminism  that  is  often  “established  between  theory  and  practice,  metanarratives  and  
action,  the  general  and  the  particular”  (p.7-­‐8,  also  see  Grosz,  1990b).     
  
Wearing  (1990;  1998)  was  among  the  first  to  introduce  poststructuralism  to  leisure  
and  tourism  research.  She  argued  for  the  possibility  of  theorising  leisure  as  space  for  
resistance   by   drawing   upon   poststructural   theories,   especially   those   of   Foucault’s  
                                            
1   I  am  aware  of  the  nuances  between  the  term  ‘poststructuralism’  and  ‘postmodernism’.  However,  for  the  purpose  
of  the  discussion  I  hope  to  make  I  do  not  intend  to  delve  into  their  nuances.  In  this  research  these  terms  are  used  
interchangeably  (usually  based  on  which  is  used  by  the  researchers  I  am  referring  to  at  specific  points).  
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(Wearing,  1990;  1998).  Wearing  (1990)  argued  that  “[t]he  structural  view  of  power  in  
feminist   analysis   to   data   has   discouraged   women   as   victims   from   thinking   that  
anything  they  do  at  an  individual  level  can  be  effective  in  the  gender  struggle”  (p.36).  
She  was  interested  in  Foucault’s  understanding  of  power  as  multiple,  dispersing  and  
circulating  through  the  whole  society  rather  than  being  confined  to  particular  groups  
(e.g.  Foucault,  1980;  1982),   in  which  she  saw  the  potential  of   individual  resistance.  
Interestingly,  Wearing  (1990)  also  noted  that  Foucault’s  analysis  of  power  (especially  
in  his  most  renowned  works  Discipline  and  Punish,  and  the  first  volume  of  The  History  
of  Sexuality)  seem  to  dominated  by  the  repressive  and  control  aspects  of  (discursive)  
power.   Indeed,  some  feminist  scholars   (e.g.  Bordo,  1993/2003;  McNay,  1992)  have  
noted  that  the  concepts  of  power  and  resistance  implicated  in  Foucault’s  works  has  
two  sides:  the  effects  of  power  on  the  body  (technologies  of  power)  and  (mainly  in  his  
later  work  such  as  The  Use  of  Pleasure  and  The  Care  of  the  Self)  the  power  of  bodies  
to  resist  such  effects  (technologies  of  the  self).  Wearing  (1990;  1998),  however,  did  
not  further  examine  these  two  sides  of  power  in  Foucault’s  theories.     
  
Whilst   Wearing   (1990;   1998)   has   emphasised   the   values   of   poststructuralist  
perspectives  in  recognising  and  foregrounding  individual  resistance,  Aitchison  (2000;  
2001;   2005)   cautioned   against   a   wholesale   adoption   of   poststructuralism,   which,  
according   to  her,   could   lead   to   the  neglect  of  material   analysis.   She  proposed   the  
social-­‐cultural  nexus  to  address  the  “false  dichotomy  of  social  and  culture  analysis”  in  
tourism  and   leisure  gender   research  (p.127;  also  see  Aitchison,  2001;  2005),  which  
should   remind   us   of   McNay’s   (1992)   attempt   to   move   beyond   the  
modern/postmodern  debate.  Aitchison   (2000;  2005)   seemed   to  be  arguing   for   the  
synergy  of   structuralist   and   poststructuralist  perspectives  of  gender  and  power.   In  
particular,   the   social-­‐cultural   nexus   has   the   potential   to   incorporate   both   the  
“systemic  power  relations”  and  the  “localized,  contextualized  and  pluralized  power  
relations”   (Aitchison,   2005,   p.220),   with   the   former   often   referring   to   structural  
domination  and  oppression  (e.g.  patriarchy  and  capitalism)  and  the  latter  capturing  
individual  resistance  and  transformation.  However,  although  the  social-­‐cultural  nexus  
is,  at  least  to  a  degree,  to  consider  the  contradiction  between  (structural)  constraints  
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and  (individual)  resistance,  Aitchison  (2000;  2005)  did  not  actually  address  the  issues  
of  resistance  in  any  explicit  way.     
  
Wearing   (1990;   1998)   and   Aitchison   (2000;   2005)   have   certainly   made   significant  
theoretical   contributions   to   tourism   gender   research   in   terms   of   introducing  
poststructural   theories.  On  the  one  hand,   following  Wearing  (1990;  1998),   tourism  
gender   researchers,   or   specifically   those   studied   solo   female   travel   (e.g.   Harris   &  
Wilson,  2007;   Jordan  &  Gibson,  2008;  Seow  &  Brown,  2018;  Wilson,  Holdsworth  &  
Wistel,   2009;   Yang,   Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &   Arcodia,   2018)   and  women’s   exploration   of  
sexuality  on  holidays  (e.g.  Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Poria,  2013;  2015),  have  begun  to  
recognise  and  emphasise  women’s  resistance  and  empowerment  in  tourism  contexts.  
On   the   other   hand,   these   researchers   also   paid   attention   to   the   constraints  
experienced  by   female   tourists  and   travellers,  which  are   often   seen  as  part  of   the  
systemic  subordination  of  women  that,  as  argued  by  Aitchison  (2000;  2005),  should  
not  be  overlooked  when  embracing  poststructural  theories.  Indeed,  as  presented  in  
Section  3.2,  the  co-­‐existence  of,  or  rather  the  contradiction  between  constraints  and  
resistance   is   noticed   and   attended   to   in   some   ways.   For   instance,   Berdychevsky,  
Gibson  and  Poria  (2015)  turned  to  Foucault’s  idea  of  technologies  of  the  self  in  their  
argument  that  sexual  exploration  (or  specifically  inversion  of  sex  roles)  in  tourism  for  
some   women   is   an   arena   for   self-­‐exploration   and   self-­‐transformation.   However,  
perhaps  these  women’s  experimenting  alternative  subjectivities  on  holidays  should,  
as  Madhok  (2013)  would  suggest,  point  back  to  the  ‘technologies  of  power’  associated  
with,  for  instance,  the  postfeminist  sensibility  in  which  the  sexually  active  and  desiring  
female  subject  begins  to  be  normalised  (see  the  following  sub-­‐section)  rather  than  the  
conventional  sexual  scripts  that  accords  women  the  feminine  passive  role  (based  on  
which  women’s  exploration  of  sexuality  is  seen  as  a  form  of  resistance).  In  addition,  
whilst   Jordan   and   Gibson   (2005)   similarly   drew   upon   Foucault’s   understanding   of  
power  to  consider  how  solo  female  travellers  are  both  subject  to  surveillance  (e.g.  the  
sexualised  gaze)  and  able  resist  such  surveillance,  they  did  not  integrate  the  two  sides  
of  the  Foucauldian  theories  of  power.  Thus,   the  contradiction  between  constraints  
and   resistance   implicated   in   Foucault’s   understanding   of   power   remains   largely  
unaddressed.  
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This  contradiction  between  constraints  and  resistance  concerns  the  notion  of  agency,  
which  has  been,  and  still  is,  central  to  feminist  inquiries  (Madhok,  Phillips  &  Wilson,  
2013).  To  be  sure,   the  studies  of  women’s  tourism,  especially  those  of  solo  female  
travellers  (Harris  &  Wilson,  2007;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005;  Seow  &  Brown,  2018;  Xu  &  
Liu,   2018;   Yang,   Khoo-­‐Lattimore   &   Arcodia,   2018)   and   women’s   exploration   of  
sexuality   on   holidays   (Berdychevsky,   Gibson   &   Poria,   2013;   2015),   provide   rich  
empirical   accounts   of   women’s   experiences   of   constraints   and   resistance   (and/or  
empowerment)  in  tourism  contexts.  These  accounts  are  valuable  for  considering  what  
Madhok   (2013)   termed   ‘agency   in   oppressive   contexts’.   However,   the   lack   of  
engagement  with  critical  theories  of  agency  seems  to  have  led  to  oversimplified  claims  
similar  to  this:  women  are  capable  of  practicing  resistance  and  gain  empowerment  in  
conditions   of   constraints.   As   with   Hemmings   and   Kabesh   (2013),   what   I   find  
problematic  in  such  claims  is  not  the  identification  of  resistance,  “but  agency’s  status  
(when   read  as   resistance)  as   contrary  evidence   to  be  balanced  against   constraint”  
(p.31).  Madhok,  Phillips  and  Wilson  (2013)  suggested  that  presuming  that  agent  and  
victim   are   in   simple   oppositions  may   lead   to   “naïve   celebrations   of   agency”   (p.3),  
which,   to   an   extent,   is   reflected   in   the   tendency   of   prioritising   resistance   and  
empowerment  in  some  tourism  gender  research  (I  will  return  to  this  in  the  next  sub-­‐
section).  
  
It   is   also  worth   attending   to  Wearing’s   (1990;   1998)   proposition   of   understanding  
leisure   spaces   as   what   Foucault   termed   ‘heterotopias’,   denoting   “those   singular  
spaces  to  be  found  in  some  given  social  spaces  whose  functions  are  different  or  even  
opposite  of  others”  (Foucault,  1984,  in  Wearing,  1998,  p.146).  In  this  sense,  leisure  
can   be   understood   as   a   space   where   women   can   subvert   the   dominant   gender  
discourses.  This  seems  particularly  compatible  with  tourism  research  as  tourism  has  
for  long  been  viewed  as  a  context  that  allows  for  suspension  of  conventional  norms  
(e.g.  Pritchard  &  Morgan,  2006;  Weichselbaumer,  2012;  Xu  &  Ye,  2016).  Indeed,  some  
adopted   the   notion   of   solo   travel   or   holidays   in   general   as   ‘heterotopias’  
(Berdychevsky,   Gibson   &   Poria,   2015;   Harris   &   Wilson,   2007).   However,   as   the  
tourism-­‐as-­‐constraining  approach  (see  Section  3.2)  demonstrates,  gender  norms  can  
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be  perpetuated  as  much  as  it  can  be  transgressed  in  tourism  contexts.  Moreover,  I  am  
sceptical  about  the  necessity  of  understanding  tourism  spaces  as  heterotopias  in  order  
to  be  able   to  bring  out   the  notion  of   resistance.   Insofar  as   the  boundary  between  
holiday   and   everyday   life   becomes   increasingly   blurred   in   the   late   modern   world  
(Cohen  &  Cohen,  2012),   it  may  not  be  useful   to   insist  on   the   tourism/non-­‐tourism  
distinction.  This  is  not  to  deny  the  uniqueness  of  the  context  of  tourism.  As  Madhok,  
Phillips  and  Wilson  (2013)  affirmed,  the  conditions  within  which  agency  is  exercised  
should  certainly  be  taken  into  serious  consideration,  as  some  circumstances  are  more  
empowering/constraining  than  others.  However,  it  is  also  crucial  to  rethink  whether  
tourism  has  to  be  understood  as  oppositional  to,  or  detached  from,  everyday  life  for  
resistance  in  tourism  to  be  imaginable.     
  
The  Critiques  of  Postfeminism  
  
Postfeminism  is  a  term  imbued  with  various  and  sometimes  conflicting  meanings.  Gill  
and  Scharff  (2011)  identified  four  broad  ways  the  notion  of  postfeminism  is  used.  First,  
it   is   regarded   by   some   as   feminism   intersecting   with   “a   number   of   other   anti-­‐
foundationlist  movements   including   post-­‐modernism,   post-­‐structuralism   and   post-­‐
colonialism”   (Brooks,   1997,   p.1),   hence   signalling   an   epistemological   break   within  
feminism   (Gill   &   Scharff,   2011).   In   this   sense,   it   is   similar   to   the   debates   on  
postmodernism  and  feminism  I  presented  above.  Second,  postfeminism  is  also  used  
to,   more   literally,   signify   a   historical   shift   after   (hence   ‘post’)   the   (second-­‐wave)  
feminism.   From   this   perspective,   sometimes   it   is   (usually   in   the  US)   considered   as  
synonymous  to  the  third-­‐wave  feminism  (Gill  &  Scharff,  2011),  which,  as  argued  by  
some  (Gillis,  Howie  &  Munford,  2007;  Mann  &  Huffman,  2005),  emerged   from  the  
contestations  raised  by  the  second-­‐wave  and  the  responses  to  them.  Nonetheless,  the  
relation  between   third-­‐wave   feminism  and  postfeminism  has  been  widely  debated  
with  little  agreement  (Aune  &  Holyoak,  2018;  Braithwaite,  2002;  Dean  &  Aune,  2015;  
Genz,  2006;  Gillis,  Howie  &  Munford,  2007;  Gillis  &  Munford,  2004;  Heywood  &  Drake,  
1997;  Walby,  2011).  Whilst  I  do  not  intend  to  delve  into  the  discussion  of  the  third-­‐
wave  feminism  here,   it   is  nonetheless  worth  noting  that,  according  to  Dean  (2009,  
p.334),   there   are   two   different   conceptions   of   the   ‘third-­‐wave’:   (1)   as  
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poststructural/postmodern  and  post-­‐colonial  critique  of  the  second-­‐wave  feminism  
(which  again,  refers  back  to   last  section),  and  (2)  as  specific  generational  cohort  of  
young   feminists   (also   see   Mann   &   Huffman,   2005).   It   seems   that   within   gender  
research  in  tourism,  the  first  conception  has  been  widely  accepted,  as  a  tendency  to  
name  the  third-­‐wave  feminism  poststructural/postmodern  feminism  is  witnessed  (e.g.  
Figueroa-­‐Domecq  et  al.,  2015).  However,  Dean  (2009)  noted  the  dominance  of  the  
second  conception  (at  least  in  the  UK  context)  and  it  is  this  second  conception  that  
has  raised  various  debates  about  the  term  ‘third-­‐wave  feminism’  (and  its  relation  to  
postfeminism)  such  as  those  concerning  the  usefulness  of  the  wave  metaphor  (Evans  
&  Chamberlain,  2015;  Gillis  &  Munford,  2004;  Hemmings,  2005;  Kinser,  2004;  Springer,  
2002;  Snyder,  2008).  In  this  case,  with  little  attention  paid  to  the  second  conception  
of  the  third-­‐wave  feminism,  tourism  gender  scholarship  lacks  “a  more  open  debate  
about   the   potential   usefulness   and   potential   costs   of   invoking   a   notion   of   a   ‘third  
wave’”  (Dean,  2009,  p.348).     
  
The  third  way  of  the  term  ‘postfeminism’  being  used  is  to  refer  to  a  backlash  against  
feminism,  which,  as  detailed  by  Faludi  (1991),  is  a  media-­‐driven  trend  of  representing  
feminism  as  the  cause  of  many  difficulties  confronted  women  or/and  claiming  that  
the   goal   of   feminism   has   been   achieved   (also   see   Heywood  &   Grake,   1997).   This  
understanding  of   ‘postfeminism’  as   straightforward  backlash  has  been  criticised  as  
failing   to   capture   the   entanglement   of   both   feminist   and   anti-­‐feminist   themes  
embedded  in  the  postfeminist  discourses  (McRobbie,  2009;  2011;  also  see  Genz,  2006;  
Tasker   &   Negra,   2007).   This   contradictory   nature   is   emphasised   in   Gill’s   (2007)  
understanding  of  postfeminism  as  a  sensibility,  which  constitutes  the  fourth  way  in  
which   the   term   ‘postfeminism’   is   used   (Gill   &   Scharff,   2011).   Following  McRobbie  
(2004;   2009),   Gill   (2007)   also   claimed   that   in   postfeminism   feminist   ideas   are  
simultaneously   articulated   and   repudiated:   “On   the   one   hand,   young   women   are  
hailed  through  a  discourse  of  ‘can-­‐do  girl  power’,  yet  on  the  other  hand,  their  bodies  
are  powerfully  reinscribed  as  sexual  objects;  women  are  presented  as  active,  desiring  
social  subjects,  but  they  are  subject  to  a  level  of  scrutiny  and  hostile  surveillance  which  
has  no  historical  precedent”  (p.  163).  It  was  argued  that  it  is  the  patterned  nature  of  
this   contradiction   constitutes   the   sensibility,   “one   in   which   notions   of   autonomy,  
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choice   and   self-­‐improvement   sit   side-­‐by-­‐side   with   surveillance,   discipline   and   the  
vilification  of  those  who  make  the  ‘wrong’  ‘choices’”  (Gill,  2007,  p.  163,  also  see  Gill,  
2008;  2017;  Gill  &  Orgad,  2015).     
  
This   contradiction   in   postfeminism   as   a   sensibility   speaks   powerfully   to   the  
contradiction   between   constraints   and   resistance   in   solo   female   travel,   women’s  
exploration  of  sexuality  on  holidays  and  (to  a  less  extent)  GGA.  Whilst  both  constraints  
and  resistance  have  been  attended  to,  an  inclination  to  appeal  to  the  construction  of  
the   ‘empowered   female’   is   obvious   in   some   of   these   tourism   studies.   Harris   and  
Wilson  (2007)  in  their  research  of  female  solo  travellers,  for  instance,  advocated  the  
inclusion  of  resistance  and  empowerment  in  the  analysis  of  constraints  confronted  by  
women   in   terms   of   leisure   and   tourism   “to   demonstrate   women’s   agency   and  
individual  choice  in  the  context  of  constraining  societal  and  gendered  norms”  (p.246).  
This  statement  seems  to  indicate  the  ‘turn  to  agency’  identified  by  Gill  and  Donaghue  
(2013),   in   which   the   agent   is   imagined   as   the   ideal   subject   of   neoliberalism   –  
autonomous,  coherent  and  unified.  It  is  not  surprising,  then,  in  the  research  of  solo  
female   travellers   resistance   and   empowerment,   almost   predictably   and   invariably,  
emphasise   on   self-­‐development   of   confidence   and   competence   (Harris   &  Wilson,  
2007;   Jordan  &   Gibson,   2008;   Seow  &   Brown,   2018;   Xu  &   Liu,   2018;   Yang,   Khoo-­‐
Lattimore  &  Arcodia,  2018).  Such  self-­‐development  too  often  is  said  to  be  achieved  by  
overcoming   constraints,  which   is   symptomatic  of   the  understanding  of  agency  and  
coercion  as  oppositional  mentioned  earlier.  I  am  not  claiming  that  self-­‐development  
is   not   important   to  women’s   resistance.   Yet,   like   Gill   and   Donaghue   (2013),   I   am  
concerned  that  when  self-­‐development,  understood  as  a  manifestation  of  agency,  is  
endlessly  searched  for  and  championed  in  tourism  gender  research,  the  entanglement  
of  constraints  and  resistance  may  not  be  sufficiently  analysed.  For  instance,  although  
Wilson,   Holdsworth   and   Witstel’s   (2009)   usefully   demonstrated   the   conflicting  
discourses  of  the  ‘gutsy  female’  and  ‘fearful  female’  in  women’s  travel  guidebooks,  
their   position   seems   to   be   one   that   condemned   the   guidebooks’   perpetuation   of  
female  travelling  solo  being  unsafe  through  continuous  discussion  of  harassment,  fear  
and   need   for   protection,   whilst   celebrating   their   inclusion   of   a   discourse   of   the  
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empowered   solo   female   travellers,   hence   missing   the   opportunity   of   critically  
investigating  how  these  discourses  were  imbricated  as  a  postfeminist(-­‐like)  sensibility.     
  
The  realm  of  sex  features  significantly  in  postfeminist  discourses  (Gill,  2007;  McRobbie,  
2009;   2011).   According   to  Gill   (2007),   in   postfeminist  media   culture,  women,  who  
were  once  represented  as  sexually  passive  objects  of  an  assumed  male  gaze,  are  now  
“portrayed  as  active,  desiring  sexual  subjects  who  choose  to  present  themselves  in  a  
seemingly  objectified  manner  because  it  suits  their  liberated  interests  to  do  so”  (p.  
151),   in   which   case   ‘the   objectifying   male   gaze   is   internalized   to   form   a   new  
disciplinary   regime”   (p.   152),   namely   a   self-­‐policing   gaze.   This   element   of   the  
postfeminist  sensibility  (although  sometimes  not  being  referred  to  as  such),  usually  
together  with  some  other  elements  such  as  the  discourses  of  femininity  as  a  bodily  
property  and  the  sexualisation  of  culture  (Gill,  2007),  has  been  elaborated  in  research  
of  the  feminine  beauty  ideal  in  women’s  tourism  (e.g.  Jordan,  2007;  Small,  2016;  2017;  
Abramovici,  2007),  and  is  implicated  in  the  importance  of  female  sexiness  in  women’s  
transgression   of   gender   norms   on   holidays   (Berdychevsky,   Gibson   &   Poria,   2013;  
2015).  These  studies  to  various  extents  demonstrate  the  exclusion  of  certain  women  
(e.g.  older  and  bigger  women)  from  the  postfeminist  sexual  subjecthood.  In  addition,  
Gill’s  (2007)  critique  of  the  “representational  shift  to  neoliberal  subjectivities  in  which  
sexual  objectification  can  be  (re-­‐)represented  not  as  something  done  to  women  by  
some  men,  but  as  the  freely  chosen  wish  of  active,  confident,  assertive  female  subjects”  
(p.152-­‐153)   in   postfeminist   media   culture   is   valuable.   It   encourages   a   critical  
investigation  of  the  desiring  female  sexual  subject,  which  is  understood  as  signifying  
resistance   in   Berdychevsky,   Gibson   and   Poria’s   research   (2013;   2015)   of   women’s  
transgressive  sexual  behaviour  on  holidays,  and,  crucially,  in  Miller’s  portrait  of  the  
female   hitchhikers   who   believed   sexual   exploration   is   not   preserved   for  men   and  
deliberately  used  femininity  and  sexuality  to  their  advantages  during  their  trips.  In  this  
sense,  it  seems  the  analysis  of  postfeminism  have  much  to  offer  for  tourism  gender  
research,  as  well  as  my  research.     
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When  Feminism  Meets  Queer  Theory  
  
According  to  McLaughlin,  Casey  and  Richardson  (2006),  gender  and  sexuality  had  been  
assumed   to   be   examined   together   in   feminist   work,   with   the   former   taking  
precedence  over  the  latter,  until  the  arrival  of  queer  theory.  Rubin  (1984/1998)  in  her  
agenda-­‐setting   essay   Thinking   Sex:   Notes   for   a   Radical   Theory   of   the   Politics   of  
Sexuality   famously   argued   for   an   analytical   separation   of   gender   and   sexuality:  
“Gender  affects  the  operation  of  the  sexual  system,  and  the  sexual  system  has  had  
gender-­‐specific  manifestations.  But  although  sex  and  gender  are  related,  they  are  not  
the  same  thing,  and  they  form  the  basis  of  two  distinct  arenas  of  social  practice”  (p.  
125).  Sedgwick  in  Epistemology  of  the  Closet  (1990)  also  claimed  that  “the  question  of  
gender  and  the  question  of  sexuality,  inextricable  from  one  another  though  they  are  
in  that  each  can  be  expressed  only  in  the  terms  of  the  other,  are  nonetheless  not  the  
same  question”  (p.  30).  These  two  texts  are  often  considered  as  calling  for  radically  
separating  gender  and  sexuality  (McLanghlin,  Casey  &  Richardson,  2006),  which  have  
raised  extensive  debates  (e.g.  Butler,  1994;  Halley,  2006,  Martin,  1994).  Nevertheless,  
it   is   questionable  whether   the   separation   conceived   by   them  was   ‘radical’.   Jagose  
(2009)  usefully  pointed  out   that  whilst  Rubin’s  essay   (1984/1998)  has  been  widely  
regarded  as  one  of  the  founding  texts  of  gay  and  lesbian  studies,  and  more  recently  
queer   studies,   her   intervention   is   a   resolutely   feminist   one,   as   from   Rubin’s  
perspective   the   theorisation   of   sex(uality)   requires   feminist   analyses   of   gender.  
Similarly,   in  Sedgwick’s  account  (1990),  sexuality,  although   irreducible  to  gender,  is  
intrinsically  related  to  gender.  As  Jagose  (2009)  concluded  in  her  investigation  of  the  
debates  over  this  separation,  “however  different  their  projects,  feminist  theory  and  
queer  theory  together  have  a  stake  in  both  desiring  and  articulating  the  complexities  
of  the  traffic  between  gender  and  sexuality”  (p.157).  Butler  (1994)  argued  against  the  
‘proper   objects’   for   feminist,   lesbian/gay   and   queer   studies   and   proposed   that  
“[p]erhaps  the  time  has  arrived  to  encourage  the  kinds  of  conversations  that  resist  the  
urge  to  stake  territorial  claims  through  the  reduction  or  caricature  of  the  positions  
from  which  they  are  differentiated,  which  are  not  grounds  in  any  conventional  sense”  
(p.21).  In  fact,  Butler’s  works,  as  I  will  show  in  the  latter  half  of  this  chapter,  and  as  
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Jagose   (2009)   noted,   demonstrate   that   feminist   and   queer   inquiries   inevitably  
permeate  into  each  other.  
  
In   tourism   research,   whilst   gender   studies   have   acquired   increasing   attention  
(although  still  marginalised),  sexuality  has  rarely  been  taken  into  serious  account  (Puar,  
2002a;  2002b;  Vorobjovas-­‐Pinta  &  Hardy,  2016;  Waitt,  Markwell  &  Gorman-­‐Murray,  
2008),  and  much  less  so  in  Asian  (including  Chinese)  contexts  (Wong  &  Tolkach,  2017).  
In   addition,   the   studies   of   gay   and   lesbian   (but   particularly   gay)   tourists   (in   both  
Western  and  Asian/Chinese  contexts)  often  regard  gay  and  lesbian  sexualities  as  an  
emerging  market  segment  (e.g.  Clift  &  Forrest,  1999;  Guaracino,  2007;  Hughes,  2003;  
2005;   2006;   Liu   &   Chen   ,2010;   Lucena,   Jarvis   &  Weeden,   2015;   Melián-­‐González,  
Moreno-­‐Gil  &  Araña,  2011;  Poria,  2006;  Pritchard  et  al.,  1998;  Pritchard  et  al.,  2000;  
Wong  &  Tolkach,  2017).  Whilst  the  inclusion  of  LG(BT)  community  in  tourism  research  
is  undoubtedly  important,  it  is  suggested  that  “reducing  all  lesbian  and  gay  subjects  
to   either   a   market   profile   or   tourist   attraction,   exemplifies   contemporary   queer  
theorizations   of   how   the   neo-­‐liberal   state   sustains   particular   acceptable,   non-­‐
threatening   ideas   of   gayness   –   the   homonormativie”,   hence   marginalising   non-­‐
complying   gayness   (Waitt,  Markwell  &  Gorman-­‐Murray,   2008,   p.781-­‐782;   also   see  
Coon,  2012;  Puar,  2002a).  
  
Furthermore,  Waitt,  Markwell  and  Gorman-­‐Murray  (2008)  also  highlighted  that  many  
LG(BT)   tourism   studies   rest   on   the   assumption   of   the   hetero/homo   binary.   In   the  
literature   of   LG(BT)   tourism,   it   is   often   indicated   that   tourism   serves   as   a   unique  
context   where   gay   men   and   lesbians   (or   non-­‐heterosexual   individuals   in   general)  
escape  from  pressures  imposed  upon  them  by  their  heteronormative  home  societies  
and  construct/negotiate   their  non-­‐normative   identities   (Hughes,  2006;   Liu  &  Chen,  
2010;   Lucena,   Jarvis  &  Weeden,  2015;  Prichard   et  al.,   1998;  Pritchard  et  al.,   2000;  
Waitt  &  Markwell,  2006;  Wong  &  Tolkach,  2017).  Perhaps  this  should  remind  us  of  the  
notion   of   leisure/tourism   spaces   as   ‘heterotopias’   (Berdychevsky,   Gibson  &   Poria,  
2015;  Harris  &  Wilson,  2007;  Wearing,  1990;  1998).  In  fact,  Andriotis  (2010)  suggested  
that  gay  nude  beaches  can  be  understood  as  ‘heterotopic  erotic  oases’  where  gay  men  
“come  together  and  participate  in  activities  that  are  legally  or  morally  transgressive”  
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(p.1092).  Whilst  it  cannot  be  denied  that  LG(BT)  individuals  construct,  negotiate  and  
experience   their   sexual   identities   in   tourism   contexts,   the   tourism/non-­‐tourism  
distinction   implicated   in   the   notion   of   ‘heterotopia’  may   inadvertently   invoke   the  
homo/hetero  binary.  
  
Graham  (2002)  usefully  distinguished  gay  tourism  and  queer  tourism,  understanding  
the  former  as  (tourist)  contexts  where  gay  culture  is  celebrated  but  simultaneously  
the   heterosexual-­‐homosexual   dichotomy   is   maintained   whereas   the   latter   as  
circumstances   under  which   “the  marginal,   the   peripheral   and   the   excluded   are   in  
centres  where  they  do  not  at  first  appear  to  be  present”  (p.27).  Recently,  a  number  of  
researchers   has   engaged   in   the   project   of   ‘queering’   tourism   (e.g.   Jarvis,   2014;  
Johnston,  2005;  2007;  Puar,  2002b;  Waitt,  2012).  However,  whilst  these  studies  are  
hugely  important  in  introducing  queer  theory  to  tourism  research,  I  regretfully  will  not  
discuss  them  here  mainly  because  the  contexts  they  situated  within  are  not  directly  
informative  to  my  research  (e.g.  Johnston’s  research  focuses  on  events  like  gay  pride).  
Additionally,  my   purpose   is   not   to   investigate   specifically   queer   subjects   or   queer  
spaces  as  such  but  to  understand  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking  through  a  queer  lens.     
  
The  critique  I  intend  to  raise  here  is  that  the  research  of  GGA  (Berdychevsky,  Gibson  
&  Bell,   2016;  Gibson,   Berdychevsky  &  Bell,   2012;   Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &   Prayag,   2018;  
Khoo-­‐Lattimore,  Prayag  &  Disegna,  2018;  Song,  2017)  has  not  brought  up,  let  alone  
critiqued,  the  heterosexual  presumption,  at   least  potentially,  embedded   in   female-­‐
only   settings   recongised   in   wider   feminist   studies   (Roy,   2013),   although   the  
stereotypical   femininity   has   been   mentioned   (but   still   remains   insufficiently  
investigated).   Gibson,   Berdychevsky   &   Bell   (2012)   acknowledged   that   their  
participants  were  all  heterosexual  women  and  briefly  noted  sexual  orientation  as  a  
valuable   area   for   future   study,   which,   however,   has   so   far   not   be   taken   up   by  
researchers.  Neither  has   sexuality   (i.e.   sexual  orientation)  been  attended   to   in   the  
research   of   solo   female   travel   and   that   of   women’s   exploration   of   sexuality   on  
holidays.  In  fact,  heterosexual  desire  is,  to  various  extents,  taken  for  granted  in  these  
research  (consider  that  it  is  the  male  gazing  upon  the  solo  female  travellers,  and  it  is  
heterosex  being  pursued  in  women’s  exploration  of  sexuality).  In  fact,  the  normative  
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status  of  heterosexuality  seems  to  be  seldom  called  into  question  even  in  the  so-­‐called  
gender-­‐conscious   tourism  studies,  except   in   those   that   specifically   focus  on  LG(BT)  
tourism.  In  this  sense,  the  homo/hetero  binary,  as  suggested  by  Waitt,  Markwell  &  
Gorman-­‐Murray   (2008),   is  not   challenged.  The  analytical   separation  of  gender  and  
sexuality,  therefore,  is  maintained  in  tourism  research  in  spite  of  LGBT  tourism  being  
studied  under  the  umbrella  of  tourism  gender  research  (see  Figureoa-­‐Domecq  et  al.,  
2015,   in   which   studies   of   LGBT   tourism   is   considered   as   part   of   tourism   gender  
research).  In  other  words,  whilst  tourism  gender  researchers  are  aware  of  the  relation  
between  gender  and  sexuality,  this  is  often  not  reflected  in  their  analysis.  This  may  be  
due   to   that   the   encounter   between   feminism   and   queer   theory,   although   being  
noticed,  have  not  been  adequately  attended  to.  It  should  be  clarified  that  by  pointing  
out  the  lack  of  attention  to  sexuality  in  tourism  (gender)  research,  I  am  not  trying  to  
emphasise  the  intersection  of  gender  and  sexuality  at  the  cost  of,  for  instance,  that  of  
gender  and  race  (or  ethnicity,  age,  class  etc.),  as  each  study  needs  to  set  its  focus  and  
scope  for  the  study  to  be  doable.  Instead,  my  emphasis  on  gender  and  sexuality  is  due  
to  the  heterosexual  desire  implicated  in  the  predominant  discourse  of  hitchhiking  that  
it  is  easier  but  more  dangerous  for  the  female  to  hitchhike,  which  was  largely  taken  
for  granted.  Although  this  taken-­‐for-­‐grantedness  was  exposed  by  Rinvolucri’s  (1974)  
brief  documentation  of  homosexual  solicitation  from  the  male  lift-­‐givers,  it  has  not  
been  pursued  further.  
  
To   summarise,   let  me  make  explicit   the  key   issues   raised   in   this   section.   First,   the  
contradiction   between   constraints   and   resistance   in  women’s   tourism   is   yet   to   be  
unpicked.  Insofar  as  the  three  types  of  women’s  tourism  (solo  female  travel,  women’s  
exploration   of   sexuality   on   holidays   and   GGA)   respectively   correspond   to   certain  
aspects  of  females’  hitchhiking  as  mentioned  in  Section  3.2,  this  issue  seems  to  also  
apply  to,  and  perhaps  more  prominent  in  the  understanding  of  gender  provided  by  
existing   research   of   hitchhiking.   Second,   heteronormativity   underlying   the   gender  
relations  in  tourism,  or  hitchhiking  travel  in  specific,  has  seldom  been  questioned.  It  is  
particularly  critical  for  this  research  of  gender  in  hitchhiking  travel  to  address  these  
two  issues.  In  this  case,  this  research  can  benefit  from  (1)  an  account  of  agency  that  is  
able  to  appreciate  the  complexity  of  the  imbrication  of  constraints  and  resistance,  and  
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(2)  queer  theories  that  can  provide  valuable  implications  of  the  interplay  of  gender  
and  sexuality.  With  this  in  mind,  I  turn  to  Judith  Butler’s  theories  in  the  latter  half  of  
this  chapter.  
  
3.4  Theorising  with  Butler:  Gender,  Sex  and  Sexuality  
  
This  section  discusses  Butler’s  radical  theorisation  of  gender,  sex,  sexuality,  desire  and  
the  body,  particularly  in  her  two  influential  books  Gender  Trouble  (1990,  1999)  and  
Bodies   that   Matter   (1993).   I   argue   that   Butler’s   theories   demonstrate   how  
investigating  sexuality  can  contribute  to  a  critical  understanding  of  gender  (and  vice  
versa).   In  addition,  the  account  of  agency   implicated   in  her  theorisation  provides  a  
perspective   from   which   the   complexity,   or   indeed   ambiguity   of   agency   can   be  
appreciated.     
  
In  Gender  Trouble,  Butler  (1990)  openly  took  issues  with  the  sex/gender  distinction,  
where  sex  is  understood  as  ‘natural’,  denoting  the  biological  difference  between  male  
and   female,   whereas   gender   is   cultural,   referring   to   the   “social   classification   into  
‘masculine’   and   ‘feminine’”   (Oakley,   1972,   p.16).   This   distinction   between   sex   and  
gender  is  implicated,  to  various  extents,  in  a  wide  range  of  feminist  works.  Chodorow  
(1978),  for  instance,  argued  that  women’s  mothering,  which  is  associated  with  a  series  
of   social   inequalities   between   men   and   women   such   as   gender   labour   division,  
“perpetuates   itself   through   social-­‐structurally   induced   psychological   mechanisms”  
(p.211)  rather  than  being  biologically  self-­‐explanatory,  hence  locating  the  oppression  
of   women   in   the   social   system.   Feminists   who   turned   to   ‘gender’   to   understand  
women’s  oppression/emancipation  (e.g.  Barrett,  1980;  Firestone,  1970;  Millett,  1970)  
like  Chodorow  (1978)  were  considered  to  have  made  some  significant  political  moves.  
‘Gender’  as  a  socially  constructed  category  is  used  to  combat  biological  reductionism  
and   to   illuminate   the  possibility  of   transformation  –   if   gender   inequality   is   socially  
constructed,   then   unlike   biological   sexual   difference   it   is   not   fixed   or   inevitable  
(Friedman,  2006;  Plumwood,  1989).  However,  Gatens  (1996),  among  others,  famously  
critiqued   this   sex/gender   distinction   as   a   legacy,   or   indeed   a   reinvention   of   the  
Cartesian   body/mind   dualism.   She   argued   that   this   distinction   neutralises   sexual  
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difference  and  “lends   itself   to   those  groups  or   individuals  whose  analyses   reveal  a  
desire  to  ignore  sexual  difference  and  prioritize  ‘class’,  ‘discourse’,  ‘power’  or  some  
other   ‘hobby-­‐horse’  …  as   if  women’s  bodies  and  the  representation  and  control  of  
women’s  bodies  were  not  a  crucial  stake  in  these  struggles”  (p.17).  ‘Sexual  difference’  
in  Gatens’  (1996)  account,  however,  is  not  simply  biological  facts.  She  argued  that  the  
body  is  always  to  be  understood  as  lived  in  specific  contexts  (the  situated  body)  and  
‘sexual  difference’   is   to   be  explored   through   the  mechanism  by,  and  conditions   in  
which  the  sexed  bodies  are  lived  and  (re)created  as  such  (Gatens,  1996).     
  
Whilst  Gatens’  (1996)  critique  mainly  lies  in  the  replacement  of  ‘sex’  with  ‘gender’  that  
left  the  body  and  corporeality  insufficiently  theorised  or  politicised  (also  see  Gatens,  
in  Walsh,  2004;  Grosz,  1994,  Witz,  2000),  Butler  (1986;  1989;  1990)  problematised  the  
often  uninterrogated  assumption  that  sex  precedes  gender  (Delphy,  1993)  embedded  
in   the   sex/gender   distinction.   The   distinction   for   Butler   (1990)   implies   a   radical  
discontinuity  between  sexed  bodies  and  culturally  constructed  genders,  in  which  case  
there   is  no  reason  why  femininity  should  only  manifest  through  female  bodies  and  
masculinity   through   male   bodies,   or,   indeed,   why   gender   should   be   assumed   to  
remain  as  two.  Further,  if  ‘gender’  is  the  social  significance  that  ‘sex’  assumes  as  such,  
argued  Butler  (1993),  ‘sex’  should  be  understood  as  being  absorbed  and  displaced  by  
‘gender’  rather  than  being   in  a  continuously  oppositional  relation  with   ‘gender’.  As  
she  claimed  in  an  early  essay  (Butler,  1989)  by  drawing  upon  Foucault’s  understanding  
of   ‘sex’,   “we  only  know   sex   through   gender”   (p.154).   This   leads   to   Butler’s   (1990)  
conclusion  that  ‘“sex”  is  as  culturally  constructed  as  gender,  indeed,  perhaps  it  was  
always  already  gender,  with  the  consequence  that  the  distinction  between  sex  and  
gender  turns  out  to  be  no  distinction  at  all”  (p.7).  These  issues  raised  by  Butler  (1990;  
1993)  had  in  fact  been  considered  by,  importantly,  Kessler  and  McKenna  (1978).  The  
key  argument  by  Kessler  and  McKenna’s   (1978)   is   that  gender   is  a  social  construct  
rather  than  a  reflection  of  biological  reality.  To  emphasise  their  social  constructionist  
position,  they  use  ‘gender’  rather  than  ‘sex’  to  refer  to  even  the  ‘biological’  aspects  of  
being  female  and  male  –  in  fact  for  them  the  biological,  like  the  social,  is  a  construction  
(Kessler  &  McKenna,  1978;  also   see  McKenna  &  Kessler,  2000).  The   inevitability  of  
gender   (or   sex)   dichotomy   is   also   called   into   question   by   Kessler   and  McKenna’s  
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understanding  of  gender  attribution  as  primary.  It   is  the  expectation  that  there  are  
two,  and  only  two  gender  that  leads  the  perceivers  to  force  all  perceived  phenomena  
into   the   dichotomous   categories   of  male/female   (and  masculine   and   feminine)   in  
making  gender  attribution.     
  
Butler’s   (1990)   (as   well   as   Kessler   &   McKenna’s)   disruption   of   the   sex/gender  
distinction  is  easily  read  as  the  replacement  of  ‘sex’  with  ‘gender’  that  Gatens  (1996)  
objected   to   (and   it   was   read   that   way   by   some).   In   Bodies   that   Matter   (1993),  
nevertheless,  Butler  attempted  to  focus  on  the  concepts  of  ‘sex’  and  ‘the  body’.  For  
Butler   (1993),   sex   is   normative   from   the   onset.   Rather   than   being   a   pre-­‐given  
biological  fact,  it  “not  only  functions  as  a  norm  but  is  part  of  a  regulatory  practice  that  
produces  the  bodies  it  governs,  that  is,  whose  regulatory  force  is  made  clear  as  a  kind  
of  productive  power,  the  power  to  produce  –  demarcate,  circulate,  differentiate  –  the  
bodies  that  it  controls”  (p.1).  Butler,  like  Gatens  (1996),  refused  a  ‘pure’  body,  as  for  
her  the  body  is  “[a]lways  already  a  cultural  sign”  that  is  “never  free  of  an  imaginary  
construction”   (Butler,   1990,   p.71).   This   theorisation   of   the   body,   unsurprisingly,   is  
charged  by  various  critics  as  reducing  the  body  to  discourses,  hence  neglecting  the  
corporeal   realities   of   the   body   (e.g.   Bigwood,   1991;   Bordo,   1993/2003;   Benhabib,  
1995a;   1995b;   Fraser,   1995;   Nussbaum,   1999).   Yet,   as   made   clear   in   Bodies   that  
Matter,  Butler  (1993)  did  not  think  that  the  body  can  be  reduced  to  discourses.  Rather,  
for  Butler  (1993)  any  reference  to  a  pure  body  is  invariably  a  further  formation  of  that  
body.   Chambers   (2007)   argued   that   by   reversing   the   causal   logic,   Butler   at   times  
seemed  to  have  understood  sex  as  simply  an  effect  of  gender,  which  has  led  to  the  
continuous   challenges   from   her   critics.   Yet,   for   Chambers   (2007)   these   challenges  
seem   to   be   resulted   from   Butler’s   theorisation   being   read   through   “a   number   of  
dominant   discursive   frames   within   philosophical   and   political   thought”   (p.50).   In  
particular,  as  Lloyd  (2007)  indicated,  whilst  critics  charged  Butler  of  understanding  the  
ontological   body   as   linguistically   constituted,   Butler   indeed   “is   making   an  
epistemological  claim  (about  how  we  know  the  world),  but  one  that,  nonetheless,  has  
bearing  on  her  understanding  of  ontology”  (p.74),  as  for  Butler  the  body  “can  never  
serve  as  the  constituent  elements  for  an  ontology”  (Chambers,  2007,  p.67).     
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Butler’s   rethinking   of   sex   and   gender   is   inseparable   from   sexuality.   The   term  
heterosexual  matrix   is  used  by  Butler   to  designate   “a  grid  of   cultural   intelligibility”  
within   which   “there   must   be   a   stable   sex   expressed   through   a   stable   gender  
(masculine   express   male,   feminine   express   female)   that   this   oppositionally   and  
hierarchically  defined  through  the  compulsory  practice  of  heterosexuality”  (1990,  p.  
151).   Cultural   intelligibility   is   deployed   by   Butler   to   denote   “the   production   of   a  
normative  framework  that  conditions  who  can  be  recognized  as  a  legitimate  subject”  
(Llyod,  2007,  p.33).  As  such,  those  do  not  maintain  the  normative  relation  between  
sex,   gender   and   desire   (or   sexuality)   are   rendered   illegitimate   (Butler,   1999).   This  
notion  of   cultural   intelligibility   can  also  be   seen   in  her   theorisation  of   the  body  as  
constituted   by   a   set   of   regulatory   norms   of   ‘sex’   (Butler,   1993).   These   regulatory  
norms,  as  noted  by  Hughes  &  Witz,  (1997),  are  central  to  the  division  of  bodies  into  
bodies  that  matter  and  bodies  that  do  not,  where  matter  at  once  means  materialised  
as   intelligible   bodies.   Drawing   upon   Kristeva’s   (1982)   concept   of   abjection,   Butler  
(1993)   considered   the   (gendered)   subject   ‘is   constituted   through   the   force   of  
exclusion  and  abjection,  one  which  produces  a  constitutive  outside  to  the  subject,  an  
abjected   outside,   which   is,   after   all,   “inside”   the   subject   as   its   own   founding  
repudiation’,  constantly  threatening  “to  expose  the  self-­‐grounding  presumptions  of  
the  sexed  subject”  (p.3).  Thus,  it  is  argued  that  the  bodies  that  do  not  matter  excluded  
as   the   illegible   haunts   those   that   matter,   opening   up   opportunities   for  
“rearticulate[ing]   the   very   terms   of   symbolic   legitimacy   and   intelligibility”   (Butler,  
1993,  p.3).     
  
Butler’s   disruption   of   the   sex/gender   distinction   and   the   concept   of   ‘heterosexual  
matrix’   is   indispensable   for   her   most   well-­‐known   theorisation   of   gender   as  
performative  (Butler,  1990).  The  theory  of  gender  performativity  understands  gender  
as  a  doing.  Butler  (1990)  famously  quoted  Nietzsche’s  “there  is  no  ‘being  behind  doing,  
effecting,  becoming;   ‘the  doer’   is  merely  a   fiction  added  to  the  deed  –  the  deed   is  
everything”  to  argue  that  gender  identity  ‘is  performatively  constituted  by  the  very  
“expressions”  that  are  said  to  be  its  results’  (p.25).  In  this  sense,  as  noted  by  Lloyd  
(2007),  the  ‘trope  of  interiority’  is  dismantled  as  “an  interior  and  organizing  gender  
core”  is  an  illusion  created  and  maintained  by  repeated  “acts  and  gestures,  articulated  
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and  enacted  desires”  (Butler,  1990,  p.136).  The  performative  characteristic  of  gender  
is  most   famously   demonstrated   through  Butler’s   assessment   of   drag:   “in   imitating  
gender  drag  implicitly  reveals  the  imitative  structure  of  gender  itself  –  as  well  as  its  
contingency”   (p.137).   The   ‘unnaturalness’   of   drag   as   a   practice,   for   Butler   (1990),  
denaturalises  the  set  of  relations  between  gender,  sex  and  desire  that  is  naturalised  
by   heteronormativity,   exposing   that   all   gender   are   parodic.   As   such,   Butler   (1990)  
argued   that   "gender   is   an   identity   tenuously   constituted   in   time,   instituted   in   an  
exterior  space  through  a  stylized  repetition  of  acts”  (p.140).  Thus,  “[t]he  possibilities  
of  gender  transformation  are  to  be  found  precisely  in  the  arbitrary  relation  between  
such  acts,  in  the  possibility  of  a  failure  to  repeat,  a  de-­‐formity,  or  a  parodic  repetition  
that   exposes   the   phantasmatic   effect   of   abiding   identity   as   a   politically   tenuous  
construction”   (p.141).   Bluntly   put,   because   the   substantiation   of   a   gender   identity  
requires  incessant  repetition  of  acts  of  some  sorts  (gender  is  a  becoming  rather  than  
being),   it   is   possible   to   repeat   the   performative   acts  differently.   The   task   then,   as  
Butler  (1990)  pointed  out,  is  “to  locate  strategies  of  subversive  repetition  enabled  by  
those   constructions,   to   affirm   the   local   possibilities   of   intervention   through  
participating   precisely   those   practices   of   repetition   that   constitute   identity,   and  
therefore,  present  the  immanent  possibility  of  contesting  them”  (p.147).     
  
In   Bodies   that   Matter   (1993),   Butler   reworked   the   theory   of   performativity   as  
citationality:  ‘Performativitiy  is  thus  not  a  singular  “act”,  for  it  is  always  a  reiteration  
of  a  norm  or  set  of  norms,  and  to  the  extent  that  it  acquires  an  act-­‐like  status  in  the  
present,  it  conceals  or  dissimulates  the  conventions  of  which  it  is  a  repetition”  (p.12).  
Gender  (understood  as  performative),  then,  is  forcibly  cited.  At  this  point,  Butler  (1993,  
p.107)  seemed  to  emphasise  on  discursive  performativity   that  “appears  to  produce  
that  which  it  names,  to  enact  its  own  referent,  to  name  and  to  do,  to  name  and  to  
make”   (Lloyd   noted   that   since   Bodies   that   Matter   Butler’s   understanding   of  
performativity   has   begun   to   concentrate   on   language   and   discourses   whereas   in  
Gender  Trouble   the   focus   is   largely  on  bodily  practices  and  gestures,   Lloyd,  2007).  
Nevertheless,  “this  productive  capacity  of  discourse”,  she  added,  “is  derivative,  a  form  
of   cultural   iterability   or   rearticulation,   a   practice   of   resignification”   (Butler,   1993,  
p.107).   In   this   sense,   the   force   of   the   norms   is   “functionally   dependent   on   the  
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approximation  and  citation  of  the  law”,  which  “is  repeatedly  fortified  and  idealized  as  
the  law  only  to  the  extent  that  it   is  reiterated  as  the  law,  produced  as  the  law,  the  
anterior  and  inapproximable  ideal,  by  the  very  citations  it  is  said  to  command”  (p.14).  
Hence,   the   norms   are   immanently   unstable.   This   time,   Butler   (1993)   understood  
subversion  through  Derrida’s  idea  of  ‘citational  grafting’  (Sahil,  2002),  in  which  signs  
are  understood  as  being  able  to  be  cited  in  unforeseen  contexts  and  in  unexpected  
ways.  As  such,  Butler  (1993)  indicated  the  possibility  to  re-­‐cite  ‘sex’  in  ways  that  may  
destabilise  the  regulatory  norms  of  the  heterosexual  hegemony  (Sahil,  2002).     
  
This  understanding  of  sex,  gender  and  sexuality  offered  by  Butler,  I  argue,  is  useful  in  
considering   heteronormativity   underlying   the   gender   relations   in   tourism,   or  
specifically  hitchhiking  travel.  The  notion  that  it  is  easier  but  more  dangerous  for  the  
female  than  the  male  to  hitchhike,  which  arguably  underlies  the  conflicting  message  
about   females’  hitchhiking  as  both  conforming   to  and   resisting  gender  norms   (see  
Chapter  2),  can  only  make  sense  within  the  heterosexual  matrix.   In  particular,   it   is  
based  on  the  assumptions  of  heterosexual  desire  (the  sexual  desire  of  the  male  lift-­‐
giver  for  the  female  hitchhiker)  and  the  feminine/masculine  binary  (the  male  lift-­‐giver  
is  strong,  aggressive  and  sexually  active  whereas  the  female  hitchhiker  is  feeble,  docile  
and  sexually  passive).  In  this  case,  the  theory  of  gender  performativity,  seeing  ‘gender’  
and   ‘heterosexuality’   as   performative   (and   later   citational)   can   provide   a   critical  
understanding   of   gender   relations   in   hitchhiking   travel  which,   to   a   large   extent,   is  
embodied  by  the  notion  of  hitchhiking  being  easier  but  more  dangerous  for  the  female.  
In  particular,  gender  performativity  enables  an  approach  that,  rather  than  negotiate  
between  accepting  and  rejecting  the  notion,  consider  how  females’  hitchhiking  travel  
(or   the   female  hitchhiking   traveller)   is   constituted  as   such  within   the  heterosexual  
matrix  (see  Chapter  7)  and  how  non-­‐heterosexual  subjects  are  excluded  through  this  
notion  (see  Chapter  8).  Such  an  approach  has  valuable  implications  for  understanding  
the   identified  contradiction  between  constraints  and   resistance.  To  attend   to   that,  
however,  it  is  necessary  first  to  explicate  Butler’s  account  of  agency  in  her  theorisation  
of  gender.     
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Butler’s  theory  of  performativity,  as  noted  by  Lloyd  (2007,  also  see  Allen,  1998),  has  
interestingly   been   read   by   her   critics   as   both   determinism   and   voluntarism.   For  
instance,   Benhabib   (1995a;   1995b)   considered   that   Butler’s   understanding   of   the  
(gendered)   subject   (e.g.  women)  as  performatively   constituted   lost   the  account  of  
agency;  whereas   for   Bordo   (1992),   this   implicates   ‘a   characteristically   postmodern  
inclination  to  emphasize  and  celebrate  “resistance”,  the  creative  agency  of  individuals,  
and  the  instabilities  of  systems  rather  than  their  recuperative  tendencies’  (p.172).  The  
latter  critiques  have  been  expressively  responded  to  by  Butler  in  Bodies  that  Matter  
(1993)  as  she  openly  rejected  the  label  of  voluntarism.  She  argued  that  gender  is  the  
compelled   reiteration   of   norms   that   is   “indissociable   from   relations   of   discipline,  
regulation,   punishment”   (p.232).   In   fact,   it   is   even   suggested   that   Butler’s   revised  
account   of   performativity   (from  Bodies   that  Matter   onward)   has   placed   far  more  
emphasis  on  the  constraints  than  on  the  possibilities  of  resistance  in  performative  acts  
(Lloyd,  2007).  This   response,  however,  may  have   rendered   the   former   category   of  
critiques   particularly   prominent.   In   response   to   the   charge   of   determinism,   Butler  
(1995)  argued  that  “[t]o  claim  that  the  subject  is  constituted  is  not  to  claim  that  it  is  
determined;   on   the   contrary,   the   constituted   character   of   the   subject   is   the   very  
precondition  of  its  agency”  (p.46).  Her  attempt,  then,  is  to  propose  an  understanding  
of  agency  beyond  the  opposition  between  voluntarism  and  determinism  (Chambers,  
2007;   Lloyd,   2007;   Webster,   2000;   2002).   For   Butler   (1993),   whilst   gender  
performativity   indicates   that   we   are   constructed   as   sexed   and   gendered   subjects  
through   the   forcible   citation   of   norms   rather   than   voluntarist   subjects   who   freely  
choose  our  sex  or  gender,  the  fact  that  we  are  compelled  to  continually  cite  and  re-­‐
cited  these  norms  to  be  that  gender  or  sex  also  indicates  that  we  are  not  completely  
determined  by  them  (Allen,  1998).  
  
This  notion  is  further  developed  in  Excitable  Speech  (1997a)  and  The  Psychic  Life  of  
Power  (1997b).  Although  the  crux  of  the  formulation  remains  similar,  it  is  worthwhile  
attending  to  Butler’s  key  arguments   in  these  two  works  as  they  further   (and  more  
explicitly)   demonstrate   Butler’s   understanding   of   agency.   In   Excitable   Speech,   the  
notion  of  performativity  is  reworked  through  speech  act  theory.  In  dealing  with  hate  
speech  in  its  various  forms,  Butler  (1997a)  argued  that  whilst  one  is  derogated  and  
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demeaned   in  being  called  an   injurious  name,  “by  being  called  a  name,  one   is  also,  
paradoxically,  given  a  certain  possibility  for  social  existence,  initiated  into  a  temporal  
life  of  language  that  exceeds  the  prior  purposes  that  animate  that  call”  (p.2).  In  this  
sense,  being  addressed  by  the  Other,  or  in  Althusserian  term,  being  interpellated,  is  
at  once  being  subordinated  and  enabled.  As  Butler  (1997a)  put  it,  “[t]he  word  that  
wounds  becomes  an  instrument  of  resistance  in  the  redeployment  that  destroys  the  
prior  territory  of  its  operation”  (p.163).  The  Psychic  Life  of  Power  (Butler,  1997b)  is  set  
out   to   address   the   impasse   in   understanding   subject   formation   through   either  
psychoanalytic   theories   or   social   constructionism.   Butler   (1997b)   interweaved   the  
psychic  and  the  social,  arguing  that  there  is  no  pre-­‐given  psychic  space  (understood  as  
the  interior)  that  social  norms  (understood  as  the  exterior)  are  internalised  into  but  
only  the  “process  of  internalization  [that]  fabricates  the  distinction  between  interior  
and   exterior   life”   (p.19).   In   this   sense,   “the   most   properly   psychic   side   of   the  
phenomenon   finds   itself  marked  at   its   inmost  point  by  the   law  of  the  other  while,  
inversely,  the  way  such  a  law  imposes  itself  is  closely  coordinated  with  the  modalities  
of  subjective  reflection  or  rumination,  without  which  its  end  would  not  be  reached”  
(Macherey,  2004,  p.11).  It  is  in  this  sense  that  “the  subject  can  be  enmeshed  in  power  
but  not  immobilized  by  it”  (Disch,  1999,  p.554).        
  
In  this  sense,  Butler’s  account  of  agency  is  heavily  indebted  to  Foucault’s  notion  of  
subjectivation  (assujetissement,  also  translated  as  subjectification  or  subjection),  or  a  
Foucauldian  understanding  of  power  in  general  (Allen,  1998;  Chamber,  2007;  McNay,  
1999;  Mills,  2000;  Sahil,  2002).  For  Butler  (1993;  1997a;  1997b),  “one  is  paradoxically  
both   subject   to   the   power   of   the   heterosexist   cultural   norms   that   constrain   and  
compel   one’s   performance   of   gender   and   simultaneously   enabled   to   take   up   the  
position  of  a  subject   in  and  through  them”  (Allen,  1998,  p.463,  and  this  exemplifies  
the   two   sides   of   Foucault’s   notion   of   power   mentioned   previously).   Yet   Butler’s  
theorisation   goes   beyond   Foucault,   as   Foucault   is   charged   of   not   sufficiently  
accounting  for  the  mechanism  by  which  the  subject  is  formed  in,  but  not  reduce  to,  
submission,   hence   failing   to   integrate   the   moments   of   submission   and   autonomy  
(McNay,   1999;   but   see   Hanna,   2013a,   in   which   he   argued   that   Foucault   indeed  
undertook   this   very   task);   whereas   Butler   (1993)   attempted   to   overcome   this   by  
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mediating   “between   regulatory   power   and   the   individual   subjects   that   are   both  
produced   and   controlled,   enabled   and   constrained   by   it”   through,   particularly,  
incorporating  the  Derridean  notion  of  ‘citationality’  (Allen,  1998,  p463;  also  see  Lloyd,  
1999;   2007).   It   is   through   repeated   citation   of   the   norms   that   is   required   for   the  
‘norms’  to  maintain  their  efficacy  that  resistance  to  such  norms  becomes  possible.  In  
Excitable  Speech,  for  example,  Butler  provided  an  account  of  linguistic  subjectivity  in  
which  agency  is  located  in  the  process  of  resignification.  As  commented  by  Youdell  
(2006),   “[b]y   thinking   of   agency   as   discursive   –   as   being   the   product   of   being  
inaugurated  in  and  by  discourse  and  so  able  to  join  its  citational  chains  –  Butler  moves  
past  an  understanding  of  intent  and  agency  that  is  the  property  of  a  priori,  rational,  
self-­‐knowing  subject,  but  retains  a  subject  who  can  act  with  intent”  (p.519).     
  
Butler’s   account   of   agency,   then,   is   radically   different   from   that   implicated   in   the  
understanding  of  gender  in  the  research  of  hitchhiking  (which  manifests  particularly  
in   the   contradictions   between   constraints   and   resistance).   For   Butler   (1990;   1993;  
1997a;  1997b),  the  subject  is  performatively  and  discursively  constituted  (though  by  
no  means  determined).  Thus,  she  refused  a  notion  of  agency  based  on  a  ‘free’  and  
‘autonomous’  subject,  which  seems  to  be  assumed  in  the  research  of  hitchhiking  in  
understanding  the  feeling  of  mastery  and  self-­‐development  through  overcoming  risks  
and   exploring   and/or   utilising   one’s   sexuality   as   resistance   or   empowerment   (e.g.  
Greenley  &  Rice,  1974;  Mahood,  2014;  Miller,  1973,  but  similarly  see  this  in  women’s  
tourism,  e.g.  Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Porian,  2013;  2015;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005;  Yang,  
Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &  Arcodia,  2018).  To  postulate  such  a  subject  inevitably  dichotomises  
agency  and  structure,  in  which  agency  is  usually  seen  as  overcoming  or  acting  against  
(structural)  constraints  so  that  the  subject  can  be  ‘free’  from  constraints  as  much  as  
possible.  Therefore,  such  an  understanding  of  the  agency  of   female  hitchhikers   (as  
well   as   solo   female   travellers   and   women   who   explore   sexuality   on   holidays),  
according   to   Butler’s   appropriation   of   Foucault’s   notion   of   subjectivation,   fails   to  
acknowledge   that   the   subject   is   simultaneously   subordinated   and   enabled,   which  
results  in  the  insufficient  examination  of  the  complex  ways  in  which  constraints  and  
resistance   are   imbricated.   Thus,   the   adoption   of   Butler’s   account   of   agency   is   to  
overcome  this  drawback.  
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Nevertheless,  the  Butlerian  understanding  of  agency  (1990;  1993;  1997a;  1997b)  has  
continued   to   be   critiqued   as   inadequate   in   on   way   of   another,   even   though   its  
strengths   are   acknowledged   (e.g.   Allen,   1998;   Barthold,   2014;   Bunch,   2013;   Lloyd,  
1999;  Magnus,  2006;  McNay,  1999;  2000;  2003;  2004;  Mills,  2000;  Nelson,  1999;  Zerilli,  
2005).  An  important  strand  of  critiques  regards  to  the  negativity  in  Butler’s  account  of  
agency  (e.g.  Magnus,  2006;  McNay,  1999;  2000;  2003;  2004;  Mills,  2000).  There  are  
two  interrelated  points  in  this  strand  of  critiques  that  I  would  like  to  attend  to  here.  
First,  it  is  argued  that  Butler  places  far  more  emphasis  on  the  structure  of  signification  
than  the  capacity  of  individuals  in  understanding  agency  (McNay,  1999;  2000;  2003;  
2004;  Mill,   2000).   This   resulted   in   that   “an   analysis   of   the   political   dimensions   of  
agency   –   the   capacity   of   individuals   to   engender   change  within   the   socio-­‐cultural  
order  –  is  not  fully  explored”  (McNay,  1999,  p.178).  Therefore,  it  is  argued  that  what  
Butler  provided  is  an  account  of  the  discursive  precondition  of  agency  rather  than  an  
account  of  agency  per  se  (McNay,  2000;  2004).  In  this  case,  the  ‘creative  dimension  of  
action’  is  needed  in  order  to  provide  a  more  substantive  account  of  agency  (McNay,  
1999;   2003).   The   second   point   concerns   Butler’s   reliance   on   the   inherent  
indeterminacy  of  signification  (or  in  Butler’s  terms  performativity  and  citationality)  in  
contemplating   resistance   and   agency   (McNay,   2003;   Mill,   2000).   Indeterminacy  
indicates  not  only  the  opportunity  of  resisting  but  also  the  possibility  of  reproducing  
the  power  that  the  subject  being  subjected  to  (Mills,  2000),  and  it  is  pointed  out  that  
Butler’s  theory  of  performativity  tells  little  about  the  ways  of  distinguishing  the  former  
from  the  latter  (Barthold,  2014).  This  makes  it  difficult  to  evaluate  the  subversiveness  
of  specific  actions.  Thus,  Lloyd  (1999)  claimed  that  in  Butler’s  account  the  unplanned  
effects  of  political  actions  are  over-­‐emphasised  at  the  expense  of  the  planned  ones.  
  
To  be  sure,  these  critiques  in  many  ways  are  fair.  For  this  research  in  specific,  whilst  
Butler’s  account  of  agency  is  valuable  in  exploring  the  complexity  of  the  different  ways  
that  constraints  and  resistance  are  imbricated  in  females’  hitchhiking  travel,   it  may  
not  be  effective  in  demonstrating,  to  rephrase  McNay  (2003,  p.141),  how,  when  face  
with  complexity  and  difference,  individual  female  hitchhiking  travellers  (or  indeed  any  
gendered   subjects   in   the   context   of   hitchhiking)   may   respond   in   unexpected   and  
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innovative  ways  that  may  hinder,  reinforce  or  catalyse  social  change.  Nevertheless,  it  
seems  to  me  that  it  has  never  been  Butler’s  intention  to  develop  an  account  of  agency  
that  emphasises   the  capacity  of   the   individual   that   is  demanded  by  McNay   (1999;  
2003).  Butler’s  account  of  agency,  as  Chambers  (2007)  commented,  resonates  with  
the  theory  of  agency  provided  by  Coole  (2005)  that  radically  disconnect  agency  from  
agents.  As  Butler  mentioned  in  an  interview,  “[w]hen  we  talk  about  agency,  we  in  fact  
need   to   divorce   it   from   the   idea   of   the   subject   and   allow   it   to   be   a   complex  
choreographed  scene  with  many  kinds  of  elements  –  social,  material,  human  –  at  work”  
(Butler,   in  Bell,   2010,  p.151).  This,  however,  does  not  mean   that  Butler  denies  the  
significance  of  the  subject,  but  only  that  for  her  “politics  and  power  exist  already  at  
the  level  at  which  the  subject  and  its  agency  are  articulated  and  made  possible”  (Butler,  
1995,   p.163).   In   fact,   it   can   be   argued   that   it   is   the   power   that   operates   in   the  
(re)constitution  and  (re)articulation  of  the  subject  and  its  agency  that  Butler’s  focus  
has   been   on.   As   some   feminists   have   suggested   (e.g.   Hemmings   &   Kabash,   2013;  
Madhok,  2013),  to  examine  the  impact  of  the  (often  competing)  discourses  of  agency  
at  the  level  of  subject  constitution  is  beneficial  in  moving  away  from  an  account  of  
agency   built   on   the   ‘free’   and   ‘autonomous’   subject   to   one   that   appreciates   the  
complex  relation  between  agency  and  coercion.  It  is  in  this  sense  that  interrogating  
the  constitution  of  the  female  hitchhiking  subject  (or  indeed  any  gendered  subjects  in  
the  context  of  hitchhiking),  as  I  alluded  to  above,  is  valuable  for  making  sense  of  the  
contradiction  between  constraints  and  resistance  in  females’  hitchhiking.     
  
McNay  (2004)  was  probably  right  to  charge  Butler  with  her  lack  of  attention  to  the  
situated  types  of  action  and  interaction  that  occur  in  the  process  of  signification  (or  
specifically  performativity  and  citationality).  Nonetheless,  I  contend  that  there  may  be  
good   reasons   for   that.   As   Madhok   (2013)   argued,   seeking   to   locate   instances   of  
resistance  and  subversion  in  articulating  agency  may,  to  an  extent,  “not  only  privilege  
a   natural   sovereign   autonomous   self   always   already   present   and   waiting   to   be  
released  from  her  shackles  but  also  privilege  a  particular  way  of  being  in  the  world”  
(p.116).  Heyes  (2007)  also  insisted  that  one  needs  to  be  extra  careful  in  articulating  
political   forms  of   resistance  to  norms,  or  rather  normalisation,  as  such  articulation  
“risks  being  too  self-­‐satisfied  to  notice  that  many  of  the  strategies  it  implies  are  out  of  
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reach  for  ordinary  mortals,  and  may   lead  enthusiastic  converts   into  novel   forms  of  
conformity”  (p.134).  In  this  case,  perhaps  questions  need  to  be  asked  about  the  notion  
of   resistance   formulated   in   females’   hitchhiking   travel,   and   relatedly   solo   female  
travel  and  women’s  exploration  of  sexuality  on  holidays:  Are  there  certain  types  of  
ways  of  being  in  the  context  of  hitchhiking/travelling  (e.g.  being  self-­‐assured  and  self-­‐
reliant)   being   privileged?  Will   these   privileged  ways   of   being   induce   new   forms   of  
conformity  and  unleash  new  forms  of  coercion?     
  
3.5  Theorising  with  Butler:  Vulnerability  
  
In  this  section  I  attend  to  Butler’s  concept  of  vulnerability,  which,  although  implicated  
in  her  earlier  texts   (1990;  1993;  1997a;  1997b),   is  more  explicitly  developed   in  her  
later  ones  (2004a;  2004b;  2005;  2009;  2015a;  2015b).  My  intention  is  not  to  trace  the  
development  of  the  notion  of  vulnerability  in  each  of  these  works  of  Butler’s.  Instead,  
my   concern   is   the   implications   of   ‘vulnerability’   for   understanding   the   Butlerian  
agency  outlined  through  the  discussion  of  Butler’s  theorisation  of  gender  in  the  last  
section.  In  addition,  the  discussions  of  the  risk  in  females’  hitchhiking  (Greenley  &  Rice,  
1974;  Mahood;  2014;  Miller,  1973;  Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974)  and  solo  female  
travel  (Jordan  &  Aitchison,  2008;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005;  Wilson  &  Little,  2005;  2008;  
Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &  Arcodia,  2018)  seems  to  be  underpinned  by  the  often  taken-­‐
for-­‐granted   assumption   in  which   vulnerability   is   seen   as   a   generalisable  weakness  
(Gilson,  2011).  Thus,  I  am  interested  in  how  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking  (and  solo  
female  travel)  can  be  reconsidered  through  a  Butlerian  conception  of  vulnerability.     
  
Let  me  first  clarify  the  notion  of  vulnerability  in  a  Butlerian  sense.  In  a  2016  interview,  
Butler  expressed  that  the  notion  of  vulnerability  can  be  traced  in  her  early  texts,  or  
specifically  in  the  notion  of  subjectivation  (Butler  in  Ahmed,  2016).  She  clarified  that  
gender   performativity   should   be   firstly   understood   as   “the   unchosen   or   unwilled  
situation  of  gender  assignment”,  and  secondly  as  the  “performative  action  that  takes  
up  the  terms  by  which  we  have  been  addressed  (and  so  a  retaking,  a  taking  over,  or  a  
refusal),  the  categories  through  which  we  have  been  formed,  in  order  to  begin  the  
process  of  self-­‐  formation  within  and  against  its  terms”  (Butler,  in  Ahmed,  2016,  p.485,  
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also  see  Butler,  2016).  This  rethinking  of  gender  performativity,  to  an  extent,  reflects  
Butler’s   conceptualisation  of   vulnerability  as   the  condition  of  being  acted  upon  by  
gender  norms  –  being  assigned  an  unchosen  gender  indicates  “an  unwilled  receptivity,  
susceptibility,   and   vulnerability”   (Butler,   2016,   p.18).   In   this   sense,   vulnerability  
“characterizes  a  relation  to  a  field  of  objects,  forces,  and  passions  that  impinge  on  or  
affect  us  in  some  way”  (Butler,  2016,  p.25),  and  “[a]ll  responsiveness  to  what  happens  
is   a   function   and   effect   of   vulnerability”   (Butler,   2015a,   p.211).   In   other   words,  
vulnerability  denotes  the  fundamental  capacity  of  being  affected  and  affecting  that  is  
not   inherently   negative   or   positive   (Gilson,   2011).   Gilson   (2011)   identified   two  
interrelated  ways  that  this  Butlerian  conception  is  distinguished  from  the  assumption  
of   vulnerability   as   a   generalisable   weakness.   First,   vulnerability   is   now   seen   as   a  
fundamental  condition  shared  by  all  humans,  and  second,  it  denotes  an  ambivalent,  
rather  than  a  decidedly  negative  state  (Gilson,  2011).     
  
In  order  to  make  better  sense  of  Butler’s  conception  of  vulnerability,  however,  it   is  
necessary  to  turn  to  the  concepts  of  precariousness  and  precarity  in  Butler’s  account.  
Precariousness  is  an  existential  concept  referring  to  that  lives  “can  be  expunged  at  will  
or   by   accident”   (Butler,   2009,   p.25),   hence   indicating   “tenuousness,   fragility,   and  
insecurity”   (Gilson,   2014,   p.43).   Precariousness,   reasoned   Gilson   in   her   reading   of  
Butler,  is  “a  particular  form  of  being  vulnerable”,  hence  is  “a  narrower  concept  than  
vulnerability”  (p.46).  She  argued  that  whilst  loss  (in  all   its  forms)  is  the  outcome  of  
increased  precariousness  (namely  precarity,  see  following),  it  is  not  necessary  that  of  
increased  vulnerability  (Gilson,  2014).  This  is  indicated,  for  instance,  in  Butler’s  refusal  
of   reducing   bodily   vulnerability   to   injurability,   although   being   vulnerable   is   the  
premise   for   (bodily)   injury   (Butler,   2009).  However,   the   precariousness   of   lives,   as  
commented   by   Gilson   (2014),   “is   not   immediately   perceived,   understood,   or  
recognized”  (p.44)  as  our  ways  of  perceiving  life  are  structured  by  what  Butler  termed  
the   ‘frames’,  understood  as  conditions  of   intelligibility.   In  Butler’s   later  texts,  a  key  
concern  is  whose  life  counts  as  a  life.  In  Frames  of  Wars  (2009),  for  instance,  Butler  
considered  the  grievability  of  life,  arguing  that  “[w]ithout  grievability,  there  is  no  life,  
or  rather,   there   is  something  living  that  is  other  than   life”   (p.15).   In  this  sense,  the  
apprehension  of  precarious  life  is  made  possible  by  the  apprehension  of  grievability  
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(Butler,  2009).  Lloyd  (2015)  argued  that  in  Butler’s  work  (e.g.  2004b;  2009;  2015a)  the  
notion   of   grievability   has   a   similar   function   to   ‘abjection’   (Butler,   1993)   and  
‘(un)intelligibility’   (Butler,   1990,   2004a).   In   this   sense,   ‘grievability’   differentiates  
between  lives  that  are  recognised  and  supported  and  those  that  are  not  (Lloyd,  2015).  
That  our  apprehension  and  recognition  of  a  life  is  ‘framed’  links  precariousness  to  the  
notion  of  precarity.  Precarity,  according  to  Butler  (2009),  “designates  that  politically  
induced  condition  in  which  certain  populations  suffer  from  failing  social  and  economic  
networks  of  support  and  become  differentially  exposed  to  injury,  violence,  and  death”  
(p.25).   In   other  words,   precarity   is   precariousness   exacerbated   (Gilson,   2014).   The  
‘politically  induced  condition’  can  be  considered  as  certain  dominant  frames  through  
which   life   is   apprehended.  Through   these   frames,  precariousness   is  maximised   for  
some  and  minimised  for  others  (Butler,  2009;  2015a).  Insofar  as  the  precariousness  of  
the   life   of   the   ungrievable,   abjected   and   unintelligible   is   not   apprehended   or  
recognised  through  the  lens  of  these  frames,  and  is  thus  not  valued  and  sustained,  
precarity  is  likely  to  be  the  consequence  (Gilson,  2014).     
  
The   notion   of   precarity   adds   significantly   to   Butler’s   account   of   agency   that   is  
developed   in   her   theorisation   of   gender   performativity   (Lloyd,   2015).   Lloyd   (2015)  
pointed  out  that  in  Butler’s  works  on  gender  (1990;  1993;  2004a)  a  main  goal  is  to  
demonstrate   the  precarity  of   the   bodily   lives   that  do  not   comply  with  gender  and  
sexual  norms.  In  Undoing  Gender  (2004a),  for  instance,  Butler  attended  to  the  violent  
intervention  on  the  intersexed  bodies  among  the  sufferings  experienced  by  other  non-­‐
heteronormative  populations.  In  these  works,  as  shown  in  the  previous  section  to  an  
extent  and  as  claimed  in  Undoing  Gender,  gender  norms,  or  social  norms  in  general,  
“is  bound  up  with  the  question  of  power  and  with  the  problem  of  who  qualifies  as  the  
recognizably  human  and  who  does  not”  (Butler,  2004a,  p.2).  Butler  (1990;  1993;  2004a)  
thus   argued   for,   according   to   Lloyd   (2007),   “a   politics   of   subversion   focused   on  
contesting  the  norms  that  sustain  heteronormativity”(p.49)   in  order  to  “create  the  
space  within  which  non-­‐normative  genders,  sexes  and  sexualities  might  thrive”  (p.57).  
This   is   associated   what   Lloyd   (2015)   termed   ‘performing   politics   in   conditions   of  
precarity’  implicated  in,  for  instance,  Butler’s  (2015a)  consideration  of  the  question  
‘Can  one  lead  a  good  life  in  a  bad  life’,  in  which  she  stated  that  political  resistance  is  
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to  demand  “a  more  livable  life  that  opposes  the  differential  distribution  of  precarity”  
(p.217).  Public  assembly  is  proposed  by  Butler  (2015a)  as  a  way  for  the  ungrievable,  
or  those  in  conditions  of  precarity,  to  make  political  claims.  Drawing  upon  Arendt’s  
idea   of   politics   of   concerted   action,   Butler   (2015a)   understood   assembly   as   plural  
forms  of  performative  actions  through  which  the  ungrievable  mark  their  existence,  
persistence   and   resistance.   In   a   short   essay   titled   Rethinking   Vulnerability   and  
Resistance,  Butler  (2016,  p.15)  elaborated  this:     
  
In  many  of  the  public  assembilies  that  draw  people  who  understand  themselves  
to  be  in  precarious  positions,  the  demand  to  end  precarity  is  enacted  publically  by  
those  who  expose  their  vulnerability  to  failing  infrastructural  conditions;  there  is  
plural   and   performative   bodily   resistance   at  work   that   shows   how  bodies   are  
being  acted  on  by  social  and  economic  policies  that  are  decimating  livelihoods.  
But  these  bodies,  in  showing  this  precarity,  are  also  resisting  these  very  powers;  
they  enact  a  form  of  resistance  that  presupposes  vulnerability  of  a  specific  kind,  
and  opposes  precarity.     
  
Perhaps  this  should  remind  us  of  the  studies  of  women’s  tourism,  especially  those  of  
solo  female  travel  (e.g.  Harris  &  Wilson,  2007;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005;  Seow  &  Brown,  
2018;   Xu   &   Liu,   2018)   that   consider   women’s   resistance   and   empowerment   in  
conditions  of  constraints.  The  formulations  of  resistance  in  these  studies  are  to  some  
extent  in  accordance  with  that  of  Butler’s  mentioned  above.  In  particular,  solo  female  
travellers   (and   relatedly   female  hitchhikers,   see  Greenley  &  Rice,  1974)  who  often  
understood   themselves   to   be   in   precarious   positions   in   tourist   spaces,   by   being  
present  in  those  spaces,  can  be  seen  as  resisting  to  precarity.  However,  the  emphasis  
on  women’s  self-­‐development  through  solo  travel  or  hitchhiking,  as  I  suggested  time  
and  again,  poses  resistance  against  constraints.  As  constraints,  at  least  to  a  degree,  
are  associated  with  women’s  vulnerability  –  and  vulnerability  is  at  once  assumed  as  
something   negative,   resistance   in   a  way   becomes   to   be   seen   as   countering   one’s  
vulnerability.     
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Butler,  on  the  other  hand,  challenged  the  idea  that  vulnerability  needs  to  be  overcome  
in   practices   of   resistance,   arguing   affirmatively   that   vulnerability   should   rather   be  
understood   as   the   mobilising   force   for   political   resistance.   This   formulation   of  
resistance   through   mobilising   vulnerability   relies   on   the   Butlerian   conception   of  
vulnerability  mentioned  above.  Insomuch  as  vulnerability  “belongs  to  that  ambiguous  
region   in  which   receptivity  and   responsiveness  are  not   clearly   separable   from  one  
another,  and  not  distinguished  as  separate  moments   in  a  sequence”  (Butler,  2016,  
p.25),  resistance  (as  a  way  to  respond  to  the  unjust  and  violent  regimes)  cannot  be  
thought  without  thinking  about  vulnerability   (as  the  capacity  of  being  affected  and  
hence   responding).   This   is,   to   an   extent,   implicated   in   Yang,   Khoo-­‐Lattimore   and  
Arcodia’s  (2018)  account,  in  which  they  claimed  that  Asian  solo  female  travellers  in  
their   study   overcome   risk   by   acceptance   rather   than   resistance.   Thus,   the  
precariousness   of   life   is   acknowledged   by   these   female   travellers   who   accept   the  
unavoidable  risk  in  travelling  solo,  or  generally  in  everyday  life.  Nevertheless,  similar  
to  other  studies  of  solo  female  travellers,  Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  and  Arcodia’s  (2018)  
emphasised   on   self-­‐development   in   terms   of   confidence   and   independence   in  
formulating   empowerment.   Self-­‐development   in   this   sense   is   easily   read   as   (and  
difficult  to  distinguish  from)  the  cultivation  of  an  invulnerable,  or  less  vulnerable  self-­‐
identity.     
  
Butler  (2016)  pointed  out  that  the  opposition  towards  ‘vulnerability’  as  a  political  term  
is  often  in  the  name  of  agency.  This  is  the  case,  for  instance,  in  feminism.  It  has  been  
concerned   that   “if   feminism   in   any  way   becomes   associated  with   vulnerability,   no  
matter  which  version,  it  will  become  captured  by  the  term  and  women  will  end  up  
being   portrayed   in  ways   that   rob   them   of   their   agency”   (Butler,   2016,   p.22).   The  
advocacy   of   shifting   focus   from   constraints   to   resistance   and   empowerment   in  
understanding  women’s  tourism  and  leisure  (e.g.  Harris  &  Wilson,  2007;  Shaw,  2001;  
Wearing,  1990)   in  a  way  echoes   such   feminist   concerns  about   ‘vulnerability’.   Such  
concerns  are  not  altogether  unjustifiable.  Elsewhere  Butler   (2015a)  has  elaborated  
the  risk  of  using  the  term  ‘vulnerability’  in  mobilising  feminist  projects,  pointing  out  
that  the  claim  that  women  are  particularly  vulnerable  may  be  interpreted  as  that  the  
women  are  defined  by  vulnerability.  Such  an  understanding  of  women  as  inherently  
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vulnerable  often  leads  to  the  search  for  paternalistic  protection,  which  “affirms  that  
inequality  of  power  that  situates  women  in  a  powerless  position  and,  by  implication,  
men  in  a  more  powerful  one”  (Butler,  2015a,  p.141).  Perhaps  this  should  remind  us  
that  female  hitchhikers  (are  advised  to)  travel  with  a  male  companion  to  ensure  safety  
(Carlson,  1972;  Fu,  2014;  König,  2013).  This  demonstrates  that  paternalistic,  or  indeed  
male  protection  may  be  sought  after  once  the  inherent  vulnerability  of  the  female  is  
presumed  (although   in  the  case  of  hitchhiking   ‘vulnerability’  is  not  actually  used  to  
mobilise  feminist  projects).  Nevertheless,  Butler  (2015a;  2016)  also  cautioned  about  
shying  away  from  ‘vulnerability’  in  thinking  about  feminism.  This,  of  course,  is  due  to  
her  rethinking  of  vulnerability.  The  approach  proposed  by  Butler   is  one  that  “takes  
vulnerability  and  invulnerability  as  political  effects,  unequally  distributed  effects  of  a  
field  of  power  that  acts  on  and  through  bodies”,  thus  understanding  vulnerability  and  
invulnerability  not  as  “essential  features  of  men  or  women,  but,  rather,  processes  of  
gender  formation,  the  effects  of  modes  of  power  that  have  as  one  of  their  aims  the  
production  of  gender  differences  along  lines  of  inequality”  (Butler,  2015a,  p.145).  Thus,  
as   I  mentioned   in  Section  3.4,  an   investigation  of  the  constitution  of  the  gendered  
subjects   is   valuable   in   understanding   gender   relations   in   hitchhiking   through,   in  
particular,  exploring  the  ways  in  which  the  female  hitchhiker  (as  well  as  lift-­‐giver)  is  
constituted  as  vulnerable  and  the  male  lift-­‐giver  (as  well  as  hitchhiker)  as  invulnerable  
or  less  vulnerable.     
  
Thus  far,  I  have  mostly  considered  the  political  agency  implicated  in  Butler  conception  
of   vulnerability   (the   mobilisation   of   vulnerability   in   resistance),   which   calls   into  
questions   some   of   the   perceptions   of   resistance   explicated   or   implicated   in   the  
research   of   hitchhiking   (and   solo   female   travel).   However,   it   is   necessary   to   also  
consider   the   second   sense   of   vulnerability   in   Butler’s   account,   namely   ethical  
responsiveness   (Lloyd,   2015),   in   thinking   about   resistance   and   agency.   For   Butler  
(2004;  2009;  2015a),  it  is  vital  to  consider  vulnerability  as  a  fundamental  condition  of  
life  shared  by  all.  Vulnerability  makes  possible  not  only  the  political  claims  by  those  in  
conditions  of  precarity  but  also  the  responses  to  such  claims  (as  responsiveness  is  the  
effect   of   being   vulnerable),   especially   from   those   whose   lives   are   valued   and  
protected  (Butler,  2015a).  The  question  of   responding  to  such  claims  ethically  thus  
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emerges.   Lloyd   (2015)   argued   that   ethical   responsiveness   is   enabled   by  
precariousness.   Precariousness,   as   indicated   above,   highlights   the   fragility   of  
existence,   indicating   our   fundamental   “dependency   on   infrastructure,   understood  
complexly  as  environment,  social  relations,  and  networks  of  support  and  sustenance”  
as  embodied  subjects  (Butler,  2016,  p.21).  In  Butler’s  account  (2004b;  2009;  2015a)  
precariousness  emphasises,  rather  than  the  tenuousness  of  individual  life,  the  sharing  
of   this   tenuousness.   In   this   sense,   positive   social   obligations   are   grounded   by   our  
precariousness,   as   “the   injunction   to   think   precariousness   in   terms   of   equality  
emerges  from  precisely  the  irrefutable  generalizability  of  this  condition”  (Butler,  2009,  
p.22).  Thus,  ethical  obligation  must  be  understood  as  ‘prior  to  any  individual  sense  of  
self’  (Butler,  2015a,  p.109).     
  
Butler  mentioned  time  and  again  that  the  bodily  life  is  “always  given  over  to  others,  
to  norms,  to  social  and  political  organizations”  (Butler,  2011,  p.382;  also  see  Butler,  
2004a;  2004b;  2009).  Although  Butler  seemed  to  be  advocating  a  relational  account  
of  the  embodied  subject,  she  was  not  simply  arguing  that  we  as  individuals  are  related  
to,  hence  being  defined,  affected  and  shaped  by  each  other  (Lloyd,  2015).  As  Butler  
(2016)  made  clear,  “it  is  not  just  that  this  or  that  body  is  bound  up  in  a  network  of  
relations,   but   that   the   body,   despite   its   clear   boundaries,   or   perhaps   precisely   by  
virtue  of  those  very  boundaries,  is  defined  by  the  relations  that  make  its  own  life  and  
action  possible”  (p.16).  In  this  sense,  the  body  is  more  a  relation  than  an  entity  (Butler,  
2016).  Since  the  body  is  mostly  taken  for  granted  as  our  own,  this  theorisation  of  body  
as   beyond   oneself   demonstrates   Butler’s   radical   break-­‐up   with   individuation  
(although  this  by  no  means  signifies  the  abandonment  of  individual  responsibility,  see  
Butler,  2005;  Chambers  &  Carver,  2007).  Gilson  (2014)  noted  that  the  significance  of  
Butler’s   concepts   of   vulnerability   and   precariousness   can   be   considered   as   ‘an  
expanded  sense  of  community’  –  “not  a  community  of  individuals  but  one  premised  
on  an  unwilled,  prior,  and  constitutive  relationality”  (p.55).  This  sense  of  being  in  this  
community,  that  is,  cohabiting  with  each  other  beyond  and  against  our  will  (Butler,  
2015a),   cannot   be   sufficiently   captured   by   the   term   ‘interdependence’.   Whereas  
‘interdependence’  denotes  individual  subjects  depending  on  one  another,  the  sense  
of   community   implicated   in   Butler’s   account   is   that   individuals   are   established   by  
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virtue  of   interdependence   (Gilson,  2014).   It   is   in   this   sense   that  we  are  obliged   to  
preserve  the  lives  of  others.  Thus,  ethical  obligations,  in  a  Butlerian  principle,  should  
extend  even  to  those  who  frighten  or  threaten  us.  In  fact,  it  seems  to  me  that  ethic  
responsiveness  requires  us  to  be  aware  that  in  responding  to  the  frights  and  threats  
we  may,  even  if  inadvertently,  frighten  and  threaten  others.  In  formulating  her  ideas  
of  corporeal  vulnerability  or  bodily  vulnerability  (Chambers,  2007;  Gilson,  2014;  Lloyd,  
2007;  2015),  Butler  reconceptualised  the  body  as  vulnerable,  “impl[ying]  mortality,  
vulnerability,  agency:  the  skin  and  the  flesh  expose  us  to  the  gaze  of  others,  but  also  
to  touch,  and  to  violence,  and  the  bodies  put  us  at  risk  of  becoming  the  agency  and  
instrument  of  all  these  as  well”  (Butler,  2004b,  p.26,  also  see  Butler,  2004a,  p.21,  my  
italic).     
  
Consider  that,  for  instance,  lift-­‐giving,  as  much  as  hitchhiking,  is  seen  as  a  dangerous  
practice  (Chesters  &  Smith,  2001;  Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  In  this  sense,  the  
lift-­‐giver,  whilst  being  seen  as  threatening  by  the  hitchhiker,  can  also  be  threatened  
by  the  hitchhiker  –  even  a  supposedly  vulnerable  female  one  as  indicated  in  cases  of  
the  femme  fatale  (Packer,  2008)  and  sexual  blackmail  (Rinvolucri,  1974).  In  addition,  
Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  and  Arcodia  (2018)  importantly  pointed  out  that  among  Asian  
solo  female  travellers  the  senses  of  empowerment  are  championed  through  belittling  
characteristics  such  as  fearfulness  and  dependence.  This  seems  to  suggest  that,  whilst  
the   significance   of   self-­‐development   (in   terms   of   confidence,   competence,  
independence  etc.)  in  solo  female  travel  experiences  is  undeniable,  overemphasis  this  
significance   in   understanding   resistance   and   empowerment   may,   as   Yang   Khoo-­‐
Lattimore   and   Arcodia’s   (2018)   suggested,   further   the   ‘othering’   of   those   female  
travellers  who  do  not  experience  solo  travel  in  such  a  positive  way.  In  this  sense,  it  is  
necessary  to  consider  whether  (uncritically)  championing  empowerment  experienced  
by   solo   female   travellers   may   induce   a   new   form   of   conformity   to   a   confident,  
competent,  independent,  and  ultimately  invulnerable  or  less  vulnerable  self-­‐identity,  
which   in   turn   unleash   new   forms   of   coercion   especially   for   those   who   fail   to  
approximate  this  identity.  Relatedly,  it  is  imperative  for  this  research  to  be  aware  that  
unreserved   celebration   of   female   hitchhikers’   mastery   of   managing   ‘unfortunate  
situations’  (Greenley  &  Rice,  1974)  or  embrace  of  sexual  adventure  (Miller,  1973)  may  
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bring  about  new  forms  of  conformity  to,   for   instance,  the  discourse  of   ‘can-­‐do  girl  
power’  or  the  reconfiguration  of  sexual  culture  in  which  women  are  represented  as  
forever  ‘up  for  it’,  both  of  which,  as  highlighted  in  the  critiques  of  postfeminism  (e.g.  
Gill,  2007),  are  coercive  under  the  guise  of  being  empowering.     
  
I  would  like  to  end  this  section  by  turning  to  some  of  Gilson’s  (2011;  2014)  arguments  
building  on  a  Butlerian  understanding  of  vulnerability.  Gibson  (2011)  argued  that  due  
to  vulnerability  being  often  understood  as  susceptibility  to  harm  it  is  often  disavowed.  
This  leads  to  ‘the  production  of  invulnerability’  as  a  form  of  cultivated  ignorance.  It  is  
the  desire  to  maintain  a  certain  kind  of  subjectivity  that  is  “self-­‐sufficient,  independent,  
invulnerable”  that  motivated  the  denial  of  vulnerability  (p.312).  Building  on  Butler’s  
conception   of   vulnerability   as   the   capacity   of   being   affected   and   affecting,   Gilson  
(2014)  understood  vulnerability  as  “openness  to  unplanned  and  unanticipated  change”  
and   accordingly   invulnerability   as   “closure   to   such   change”   (p.320).   Thus,   to   seek  
invulnerability  is  to  ignore  the  fundamental  relation  to  others,  or  rather  relationality  
per  se.  According  to  Gilson  (2011),  “invulnerability  as  wilful  ignorance  is  the  basis  for  
the  forms  of  ignorance  that  make  possible  oppression  precisely  because  it  enables  one  
to  isolate  and  close  oneself  off”  (p.324),  and  epistemic  vulnerability  as  a  specific  form  
of  vulnerability,  characterised  by  openness  to  altering  one’s  ideas  and  one’s  self,   is  
essential  to  overcome  such  types  of  ignorance.     
  
Drawing  upon  Gilson   (2011),   I  hope   to   caution   the   tendency   to   think   resistance   in  
terms  of  pursuit  of  invulnerability,  which,  at  least  to  an  extent,  can  be  seen  in  solo  
female  travel  as  depicted  by  researchers  (and  implicated  in  some  early  literature  of  
hitchhiking).  It  should  be  noted,  again,  that  I  am  not  against  self-­‐development  in  solo  
female  travel  or  hitchhiking  travel  per  se.  In  fact,  the  invulnerability  that  solo  female  
travellers   cultivated   through   self-­‐development   can   be   understood   as   what   Gilson  
(2011)   termed   ‘strategic   invulnerability’,   denoting   “a   kind   of   knowing   ignorance,   a  
strategic   denial   through  which   one   refuses   not   relationality   itself   or   the   forms   of  
relationality  that  would   lay  bare  one’s  vulnerable  state,  but  the  dominant  forms  of  
relationality,   the   roles   that   are   prescribed   or   expected   in   relation   to   those   who  
maintain  an  oppressive  status  quo”  (p.322).  In  particular,  strategic  invulnerability  is  
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sometimes  deployed  by  women  to  resist  stereotypical  gender  norms  (Gilson,  2011)  –  
and  challenging  stereotypical  gender  norms  seems  to  be  central  to  the  resistance  and  
empowerment   of   female   hitchhikers,   solo   female   travellers   and   even   women  
exploring   sexuality   on   holidays.   However,   it   should   be   emphasised   that   strategic  
invulnerability  needs  to  be  underpinned  by  epistemic  vulnerability  –  “know[ing]  why  
and   in  what  ways  one   is  vulnerable,  and  how  and  why  one  seeks  to  neutralize  this  
particular   form   of   vulnerability”   (p.323).   Indeed,   “epistemic   vulnerability   is  
indispensable,  albeit  in  different  ways,  not  only  on  the  part  of  those  who  are  relatively  
privileged  but  also  on  the  part  of  those  who  are  relatively  oppressed  or  who  do  not  
stand  to  benefit  from  the  status  quo”,  especially  when  ‘the  “intersectional”  nature  of  
difference  and  the   interlocking  nature  of  oppressions’  are  taken   into  consideration  
(Gilson,   2011,   p.325).   Indeed,   feminism   as   a  movement   against   the   oppression   of  
women,  even  if  unintentionally,  has  developed  its  own  forms  of  oppression  as  black  
feminism   in   particular   has   urged   us   to   recognise   (Gilson,   2011).   Thus,   epistemic  
vulnerability  is  useful  in  encouraging  us  to  be  aware  of  new  forms  of  conformity  and  
coercion  that  may  come  along  with  certain  ways  of  practicing  resistance.  As  Gilson  
(2011)   asserted,   “we   all   have   lapses,   gaps   in   our   experience   and   attunement   that  
demand   alterations   in   our   knowing   attitudes,   and   that   cultivation   of   epistemic  
vulnerability  can  ameliorate”  (p.  325).     
  
3.6  Summary  
  
This   chapter   has   provided   an   extensive   discussion   of   gender   (and   sexuality)  
underpinned  by  a  Foucauldian   (and  Butlerian)  understanding  of   power.  Taking   the  
contradiction  of   females’  hitchhiking   regarding  conforming   to  and   resisting  gender  
norms  identified  in  Chapter  2  as  the  starting  point,  I  noted  a  similar  contradiction  in  
women’s  tourism  and  leisure,  especially  in  solo  female  travel,  women’s  exploration  of  
sexuality   on   holidays   and   girlfriend   getaways.   These   types   of   women’s   tourism  
correspond   to   some   aspects   of   female   hitchhiking   and   is   thus   illuminating   for   this  
research.  Through   situating   the  contradiction   in   three   strands  of   feminist  debates,  
namely,   the   feminist   contention   raised   by   postmodernism/poststructuralism,   the  
critiques  of  postfeminism,  and  the  encounter  between  feminism  and  queer  theory,  I  
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identified  the  lack  of  investigation  of  the  complex  imbrication  of  the  two  dimensions  
of  the  contradiction  (constraints  and  resistance).  Central  to  this  contradiction  is  the  
notion   of   agency.   Turning   to   Butler’s   theory   of   gender,   sex   and   sexuality   and   her  
conception   of   vulnerability,   I   demonstrated   that   the   ambivalence   of   the   notion   of  
agency,  arguing  against  a  straightforward  understanding  of  constraints  and  resistance  
as   oppositional.   As   I   see   it,   the   account   of   agency   in   Butler’s   work   provides   an  
opportunity   to   critically   investigate   this   contradiction   between   conforming   to   and  
resisting  gender  norms  in  females’  hitchhiking  that  is  core  to  understanding  of  gender  
in  hitchhiking  travel.     
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Chapter  4  Gender  and  Sexuality  in  China  
4.1  Introduction  
  
The  previous   chapter  has  extensively  explored   some   theoretical  understandings  of  
power,  gender  and  sexuality,  particularly  those  developed  by  Judith  Butler.  However,  
my  discussion  has  so  far  been  focused  on  theories  from  the  West,  which  arguably  are  
heavily   influenced   by  Western   cultures   and   philosophies.   In   this   chapter,   I   look   at  
gender  and  sexuality   in  China.   I  begin  with  a  brief  overview  of  the  development  of  
research  of  gender  and   sexuality   in/of  China,  with  a   specific  purpose   to   justify  my  
utilisation  of  Western  theories  in  this  research  in  a  Chinese  context.  Then  a  ‘situated’  
understanding   of   gender   and   sexuality   in   China   respectively   are   provided.   The  
separation  of  the  discussion  of  gender  and  sexuality  in  China,  however,  does  not  mean  
that  these  two  spheres  are  distinctive.  I  have  already  argued  in  Chapter  3  that  gender  
and   sexuality   are   deeply   intertwined,   and   the   purpose   of   these   two   sections   is   to  
foreground  the  ‘Chinese  characteristics’.  These  ‘Chinese  characteristics’,  however,  are  
not  ‘purely’  Chinese  but  a  product  of  the  interaction  of  Chinese  traditional  culture,  
Westernisation/globalisation  and  China’s  social  and  political  context.  One  important  
purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  unfold  the  complexity  of  that  interaction.     
  
4.2  The  Development  of  Gender  and  Sexuality  Studies  in/of  China  
  
In  China,  academic  interest  in  researching  women  experienced  significant  growth  in  
the  1980s  and  ‘women’s  studies’  has  emerged  as  a  new  academic  field  (Hershatter  &  
Wang,   2008;   Wang,   1997),   partly   due   to   the   drastic   growth   in   academic  
communication   between   China   and   the   rest   of   the   world   (especially   Western  
countries)   that   benefitted   from   the   reform   and   opening   initiated   in   the   late   70s.  
During  this  period,  attention  has  been  paid  to  practical  issues  faced  by  women  such  
as   unemployment,  maternity   benefits   and   sex   trafficking   informed  by   the   Chinese  
Communist   Party’s   Marxist   perspective   (Chow,   Zhang   &   Wang,   2004).   To   a   large  
extent,  Marxism  as  the  state  ideology  served  as  a  theoretical  base  in  women’s  studies  
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in   China.   Li   Xiaojiang  was   a   pioneer   figure   in   attempting   to   ‘dislodge  Maoist   class  
analysis  and  enable  the  emergence  of  “woman”  as  a  legitimate  subject  of  research’.  
She  claimed  that  “women  belong  to  a  human  ontological  category,  and  class  belongs  
to   a   social   historical   category”   (in   Hershatter   &   Wang,   2008,   p.1415-­‐1416).   This  
proposal,  however,  posited  ‘women’  as  an  essentialised  category.  In  the  1990s,  the  
feminist  scholarship  in  China  witnessed  a  ‘gender  turn’,  which  is  featured  by  not  only  
greater  tension  between  Marxist  perspectives  and  feminist  theories  (Chow,  Zhang  &  
Wang,  2004;  Spakowski,  2011)  but  also  a  shift  in  focus  from  the  essentialised  (female)  
sex  to  ‘gender  analysis’  (Hershatter  &  Wang,  2008).  The  turning  point  is  marked  by  the  
active   preparation   for   the   United   Nation’s   Fourth   World   Conference   on   Women  
hosted  in  Beijing  in  1995,  after  which  the  Western-­‐originated  concept  of  gender  has  
received  growing  academic  attention  and  discussion  in  China  (Chow,  Zhang  &  Wang,  
2004;  Wang,  1997)  and  is  used  in  understanding  local  practices  and  issues  (Jing,  2007;  
Wang  &  Zhang,  2010).  The  concept  of  ‘gender’,  therefore,  became  a  powerful  tool  for  
Chinese  feminists  “to  critique  hierarchical  power  relations  without  having  to  resort  to  
Marxist   or   Maoist   class   analysis”   (Hershatter   &   Wang,   2008,   p.1418).   However,  
adopting  this  concept  is  not  without  its  own  problems.  Whilst  some  Chinese  feminists  
considered  the  introduction  of  ‘gender’  to  China  as  “a  core  theory  import”  (Spakowski,  
2011,  p.31),  others  pointed  to  the  ‘troubles’  that  may  be  caused  by  “its  universalist  
and  interventionist  overtones  and  the  cutting  off  indigenous  creativity,  traditions,  and  
resources”  (p.46).  This  debate  has  implicated  in,  for  instance,  the  translation  of  the  
terms   ‘gender’   and   ‘feminism’   into   Chinese,   which   is   far   from   straightforward  
(Spakowski,  2011,  also  see  Min,  2003;  2005;  2007).     
  
It   is  noted   that  overall   gender   study  by   local   scholars   is  still   at  a  preliminary   stage  
(Jing   ,2007).  Acknowledging   this,  however,   it  has   “undergone  a   shift   from  applied,  
policy-­‐oriented  fields  for  solving  women’s  problem  to  more  theoretically  relevant  and  
empirically   grounded   fields   incorporating   a   gender   perspective”   (Chow,   Zhang   &  
Wang,  2004,  p.182).  Although  the  Marxist  perspective  remained  as  ‘the  theoretical  
mainstay’  of  a  wide  range  of  disciplines,  including  women’s  studies  and  the  sociology  
of  women/gender  in  China,  partly  due  to  the  socio-­‐political  context  in  China,  scholars  
in  China  have  also  begun  to  explore  other  theoretical  perspectives  (Chow,  Zhang  &  
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Wang,  2004).  Significantly,  regardless  of  the  tension  between  a  ‘local’  understanding  
and  the  ‘global’  influence  alluded  above,  there  has  been  efforts  to  seek      “an  identity  
for  Chinese  feminism  in  a  global  context”  (Spakowski,  2011,  p.31).  In  this  process,  the  
continuous  conversation  between  especially  the  Anglophonic  feminist  scholarship  on  
China   (including   the   Chinese   diasporic   scholars)   and   that   in   China   is   valuable  
(Hershatter  &  Wang,  2008).     
  
Similarly,  the  development  of  contemporary  sexuality  research  took  off  in  the  reform  
era  with  the  slow  emergence  of  xing  xue/xing  kexue  (sexology/sexual  science)  (Kong,  
2016;  Wong,  2016).  However,  dominant  in  this  research  is  a  “bio-­‐medical  discourse  of  
sexuality  and  functionalism  (eg  emphasising  sex  and  gender  roles  and  the  functions  of  
sex  to  the  well-­‐being  of  the  individual,  the  family  and  the  society)”  (Kong,  2016,  p.502).  
This  research,  as  noted  by  Ho  et  al.  (2018),  whilst  influenced  by  the  Western  ‘scientific’  
ideas,   is   not   a   wholehearted   acceptance   but   a   selection   of   those   that   are   not  
considered  as  ‘decadent’  or  ‘excessive’.  Needless  to  say,  during  this  period  scholarly  
works  largely  saw  homosexuality  as  pathological  or  deviant  to  various  extents  (Zheng,  
2015).  Since  the  turn  of  this  century,  two  new  trends  of  study  of  homosexuality  have  
become   prominent   as,   to   a   certain   extent,   a   result   of   the   knowledge   exchange  
between   Chinese   scholars   and   scholars   that   are   not   from   or   based   in   China.   One  
remains  within  the  bio-­‐medical  model  “but  has  shifted  from  a  pathological  to  a  public  
health  framework  due  to  the  onset  of  HIV/AIDS”  (Kong,  2016,  p.504).  This,  according  
to  Kong  (2016),  “has  a  significant  implication:  homosexuality  can  be  openly  discussed,  
examined,  and  researched  as  long  as  it  is  framed  under  ‘public  health’”,  but  at  the  cost  
of  “the  radical  edge  of  (homo-­‐)sexuality  studies  that  link  sex,  desire  and  identity  to  
‘politics’  and  ‘human  rights’,  which  are  highly  sensitive  terms  in  China”  (p.504).     
  
The  other  trend  departed  from  the  predominant  bio-­‐medical  approach  and  began  to  
provide  “a  more  complex  and  humanistic  understanding  of  the  kaleidoscopic  lives  of  
homosexuals”,  which   is   facilitated  by  “a  new  transnational  knowledge  production”,  
especially  social  constructionism  and  queer  theory  from  the  West  (Kong,  2016,  p.504-­‐
505).  Still,   in  China  arguably  the  development  of  sexuality  study,  more  than  that  of  
gender   study,   is   constrained   by   its   socio-­‐political   contexts.   Ho   et   al.   (2018),   for  
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instance,  pointed  out  that  most  of  the  analytical  and  critical  accounts  of  sexuality  in  
China   has   been   provided   by   foreign,   Taiwanese   and   Hong   Kong   researchers   and  
Chinese  scholars  based  overseas,  primarily  due  to  the  limitations  faced  by  domestic  
Chinese  scholars,  especially  the  censorship  from  the  government  (as  sexuality  has  long  
been  considered  as  a  social  instability).  Conducting  research  in  a  Chinese  context  as  a  
Chinese   PhD   researcher   in   an   Anglophonic   institution,   then,   seems   to   be   an  
opportunity  for  me  to  engage  with  ‘sexuality’  (as  well  as  ‘gender’)  in  critical  ways.     
  
It  should  be  noted  that  although  I  engage  extensively  with  Judith  Butler’s  theories  (or  
more  generally  feminist  and  queer  theories  from  the  West),  I  am  not  trying  to  imply  
that  the  understanding  of  gender  and  sexuality  provided  by  these  theories  are  more  
critical  than,  say,  those  offered  by  the  so-­‐called  ‘local’/’localised’  scholarship.  Chinese  
scholars  in  gender  and  sexuality  studies  have  been  in  ongoing  communication  with  
their   Western   counterparts   as   indicated   above.   In   addition,   the   making   of  
‘knowledge(s)’  of  gender  and  sexuality  and  that  of  ‘realities’  of  gender  and  sexuality  
in  China  are  essentially  interwoven.  For  instance,  Wong  (2016)  argued  that  the  bio-­‐
medical  discourse  in  sexology  (which  as  mentioned  above  was  influenced  by  certain  
Western  scientific  ideas)  helped  to  construct  the  “modern  subjects  who  master  sexual  
knowledge   and   enjoy   a   quality   sex   life   with   a   proper   frequency   of   sex”   (p.2016,  
following  Foucault,  1978;  1980;  knowledge  should  not  be  seen  as  innocent  but  always  
integrated  with  power).  As  such,  Western  understanding  of  gender  and  sexuality  is  
already  in  the  ‘realities’  of  gender  and  sexuality  in  contemporary  China.     
  
For   me,   criticality   can   emerge   from   the   debates   and   tensions   induced   by   the  
introduction   of   the   ‘global’   or   ‘Western’   theories   in   (re)thinking   ‘local’   issues,   and  
through  the  ‘local’  issues  the  ‘global’  or  ‘Western’  theories  being  rethought.  As  Wang  
(1997,   2001)   claimed,   Chinese   intellectuals   turning   to   the   West   for   intellectual  
inspiration  has  been  proven  as  an  effective  strategy.  It  is  unlikely  to  lead  to  the  loss  of  
the   cultural   identity,   but   rather   empower   the   pursuit   of   critical   understanding   of  
gender  and  ultimately  that  of  gender  justice  (Wang,  1997).  I  will  extend  this  claim  to  
sexuality  study  (although  equality  for  women  and  sexual  minorities  may  still  seem  far-­‐
fetching  in  China  as  I  will  show  shortly).  Two  examples  would  suffice.  The  first  one  is  
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Ko’s   (2005)   revisionist   account   of   footbinding.   Women’s   bound   feet   are   widely  
believed  to  be  a  product  of  the  oppressive  aesthetics  of  men  (Levy,  1966;  Sheng,  2008)  
whilst  the  anti-­‐footbinding  movement  (which  is  associated  with  the  reform  movement  
in   1898)   is   usually   viewed   as   an   important  milestone   in  women’s   emancipation   in  
China  (Yue,  1996).  Ko  (2005)  challenged  this  seldom  questioned  premise,  arguing  that  
“our   present   knowledge   about   footbinding   is   derived   almost   entirely   from   the  
perspectives  and   literature  of  anti-­‐footbinding  movement”  (p.5).  She  attempted  to  
offer  a  history  of  footbinding  that  has  thus  far  been  largely  concealed  by  “the  totalizing  
impulse,  the  over-­‐simplification,  and  the  moralistic  tones  that  structure  our  present  
knowledge  of  footbinding”  (Ko,  2005,  p.4)  and  to  seek  to  locate  women’s  agency  and  
subjectivity   in   this   concealed   history.   Ko’s   (2005)   approach   to   the   history   of  
footbinding   is  undeniably   indebted  to  Western  thinkers   (e.g.  Michele  Foucault  and  
Joan  Scott,  although  she  did  not  cite  Foucault).  The  second  example  is  the  resistance  
to  the  ‘coming  out’  as  a  model  of  queer  sexuality  in  contemporary  China  (Chou,  2000;  
2001),  which  I  will  discuss  in  detail  later.  What  needs  to  be  highlighted  here  is  that  the  
critical   examination   of   this  Western  model   (although   it   has   also   been   increasingly  
challenged  in  the  West)  has  induced  valuable  debates  on  understanding  the  unique  
experiences  of  queer  subjects  in  contemporary  China.     
  
In  tourism  scholarship  in/of  China,  both  gender  and  sexuality  has  not  been  sufficiently  
attended  to  as   indicated   in  Chapter  3.  To  date,  as  suggested  by  Xu  and  Gu  (2018),  
tourism   gender   research   in   China   has   largely   carried   out   through   a   development  
framework,   focusing  on  the  (often  positive)  effects  of  tourism  development  on  the  
status  of  women  in  the  host  societies  (e.g.  Feng  &  Sha,  2007;  Li  &  Yue,  2005).  As  for  
the   gendered   tourists,  most   researchers   have   studied   female   tourists   as   a  market  
segment,  focusing  on  aspects  such  as  motivations,  demands  and  behaviour  (e.g.  Li,  
Wen  &  Leung,  2011;  Song,  2011;  Xue,  2014,  for  an  exception  see  Xu  &  Liu,  2018)  that  
may  yield  implications  for  marketing.  Arguably,  in  China,  tourism  gender  research,  as  
with  tourism  research  in  general  (Bao,  Chen  &  Ma,  2014),  has  largely  been  practiced-­‐
oriented,   or   specifically,   business-­‐oriented.   In   addition,   it   lacks   theoretical  
underpinnings   (Tang  &  Zhu,  2007).   Investigation   in   tourism  and   sexuality  has  been  
even  rarer,  which  is  hardly  surprising  considering  the  difficulties  faced  by  research  of  
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sexuality  in  general  in  China  as  mentioned  above.  The  few  studies  (e.g.  Liu  &  Chen,  
2010;  Wong  &  Tolkach,  20171)  about  LG(BT)  tourism,  similar  to  those  conducted  in  the  
Western  contexts  (see  Chapter  3),  regards  it  as  an  emerging  market  segment.  In  this  
case,  most   of   the   extant   studies   of   gendered   and   sexualised   tourists   in   a   Chinese  
context  is  not  particularly  informative  for  this  research  (and  those  that  can  inform  this  
research  have  been  briefly  attended  to  in  Chapter  3).  Moreover,  many  of  the  issues  in  
regard  to  gender  and  sexuality  in  China  raised  in  the  rest  of  this  chapter  have  seldom  
been   approached   critically   in   tourism   research   in/of   China   (although   sometimes  
touched  on).  Therefore,  in  the  following  discussion  I  do  not  intend  to  further  discuss  
tourism  gender/sexuality  studies  in/of  China.  
  
4.3  Gender  in  China  
  
Although  in  this  section  I  focus  mainly  on  gender  relations  in  contemporary  China,  it  
is  necessary  to  briefly  attend  to  the  understandings  of  gender  in  traditional  Chinese  
culture  and  philosophy,  particularly  those  influenced  by  Confucianism,  which  has  in  
general   been   the   dominant   social   ideology   and   the   chief   codifier   of   women’s  
behaviour  (Gao,  2003).  Whilst  the  idea  that  women  are  inferior  to  men  was  implicated  
in   the   early   (pre-­‐Han)   Confucianism,   the   oppression   of   women   had   been   overtly  
justified   (and   often   intensified)   since   Han   Dynasty,   especially   through   the  
appropriation  of  the  opposing/complementary  principles  of  Yin  and  Yang   in  nature  
(Jiang,  2009),  in  which  Yin  represents  the  negative  and  feminine  and  Yang  the  positive  
and  masculine.  Perhaps  the  most  famous  codes  of  the  ‘feminine  ethics’  are  the  Three  
Obediences   and   the   Four   Virtues   (Sancong   Side).   The   Three   Obediences   include  
obedience  to  her  father  before  marriage,  obedience  to  her  husband  after  marriage,  
and  obedience  to  her  son  in  widowhood;  and  the  Four  Virtues  are  moral  discipline,  
proper   speech   manner,   modest   appearance   and   diligence   (Lee,   1995).   In   such  
Confucian   ethics,   women’s   submission   to   men   throughout   her   life   is   endorsed.   It  
should  be  noted,  however,  that  in  these  ethics,  ‘woman’  is  not  an  independent  subject  
                                            
1   Wong  and  Tolkach’  s  research  (2017)  is  on  Asian  gay  men  in  general,  but  it  includes  participants  in  Chinese  cities  
including  Hong  Kong,  Shanghai  and  Taipei.  
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but  is  always  already  embedded  in  the  familial-­‐kinship  networks  (Chou,  2000).  In  the  
Three  Obediences,  for  instance,  she  is  a  daughter,  a  wife  and  a  mother  respectively.     
  
In  the  marital  relation,  the  wife  is  dictated  by  the  ‘Husband  as  Guidance’  rule  which  
requires   her   to   wholeheartedly   devote   to   her   husband   (Lee,   1995).   This   is   best  
exemplified   by   the   obsession   of   women’s   chastity   (Gao,   2003;   Theiss,   2004).   To  
preserve  chastity  for  her  husband  is  vital  for  a  woman,  to  an  extent  that  even  after  
her  husband  died,  she  was  still  expected  to  remain  chaste  and  not  to  marry  again  (Gao,  
2003;  Liu,  1998;  Meng  &  Zhang,  2013;  Ropp,  1976;  Tong,  2011).  Women’s  chastity  was  
exceedingly  praised  especially  in  Song  Dynasty  and  was  valued  even  more  than  their  
lives  and  those  who  followed  their  husbands’  death  were  greatly  honored  (Gao,  2003).  
As  such,  a  woman  is  shaped  in  a  way  that  her  body  and  her  life  did  not  belong  to  her  
but  to  her  husband  (Tong,  2011).  In  addition,  in  Confucian  ethics  of  filial  piety  (xiao  
孝),  the  most  unforgivable  failure  is  not  being  able  to  produce  a  son  to  perpetuate  the  
patrilineal  family  and  it  was  mainly  the  wife  that  is  being  blamed  for  this  (Gao,  2003).  
The  wife’s  failure  to  carry  a  son  would  lead  to  hostility  and  humiliation.  The  husband,  
then,  had  the  right  to,  and  sometimes  was  expected  to,  divorce  the  wife  and/or  take  
concubines  (Gao,  2003;  Meng  &  Zhang,  2013).  On  the  other  hand,  a  wife  with  a  son  
would  be  respected,  especially  when  she  grew  older.  Her  son  (as  well  as  his  wife)  were  
obliged  to  attend  to  her  (Liu,  1998)  demanded  by  the  Confucian  doctrines  of  filial  piety.  
This   favour  towards  a  male  child  resulted  from  the  patrilineal  system  in  traditional  
China  also  meant  that  girls  were  discriminated  since  as  early  as  their  birth.  In  particular,  
girls  were  brought  up  very  differently  from  boys.  Her  place  was  always  confined  to  
home.  As  Lee  (1995)  noted,  from  an  early  age,  girls  needed  to  learn  household  works  
such   as   “cookery,   sewing,   knitting,   cotton-­‐spinning   and   housekeeping”   (p.345)   to  
prepare   for   being   a  wife   and   a  mother.   Girls   were   not   allowed   to   receive   formal  
education  (e.g.  reading  and  writing)  and  were  strictly  barred  from  politics  (Gao,  2003;  
Lee,  1995).  When  she  became  a  wife,  she  was  required  to  take  great  care  of  the  whole  
family  including  not  only  her  husband  (and  children)  but  also  her  in-­‐laws.  In  short,  a  
woman’s  value  is  judged  by  her  fulfillment  of  her  domestic  role  as  a  supportive  wife  
and  nurturing  mother  (Gao,  2003;  Lee,  1995;  Tang,  Wong  &  Cheung,  2002;  Tong,  2011).        
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Through  highlighting  the  oppression  of  women  in  traditional  China,  I  do  not  intend  to  
generalise   this   as   the   case   for   all   women   in   all   historical   periods,   as   Ko’s   (2005)  
revisionist  account  of  footbinding  certainly  urges  us  to  be  critical  of  such  universalised  
understanding  of  Chinese  women  as  being  deprived  agency  throughout  history  (also  
see  her  account  on  the  literate  gentry  women  in  the  17th  century  China,  Ko,  1994).  
Nevertheless,   some   of   these   aspects   of   the   subordination   of   women   have  
reincarnated   in   the   recent   history   of   China.   For   instance,   the   ‘craze’   for   a   son  
manifested   itself   profoundly   during   the   enforcement   of   the   one-­‐child   policy  
introduced  in  the  1979  and  resulted  in  the  notorious  infanticide  of  female  babies  and  
‘sex-­‐selective’  abortion  (Riley,  2004).  As  I  will  show  shortly,  the  legacy,  or  indeed  the  
rehabilitation  of  Confucianism  (Bell,  2008)   remains  prominent   in  certain  aspects  of  
contemporary  gender   relations.  However,  before  turning  to  that,   I’d   like  to  discuss  
another   historical   period   that   has   profoundly   altered   gender   relations   in   China,  
namely,  the  experiments  of  socialist  society  (Croll,  1978).     
  
After  the  establishment  of  The  People’s  Republic  of  China  (PRC),  the  government  (led  
by  the  Chinese  Communist  Party,  hereafter  CCP)  initiated  a  number  of  major  reforms  
that  had  immense  impact  on  gender  relations  in  China.  The  most  prominent  reforms  
are  the  Great  Leap  Forward  (1958  –  1960)  and  the  ten-­‐year  Cultural  Revolution  (1966  
–  1976),  which  were  both  experiments  of  socialism  initiated  by  the  then  Party  leader  
Mao   Zedong   (Croll,   1978).   The   impacts   of   these   experiments   on   gender   relations  
mostly   manifested   in   labour   division   between   men   and   women.   Women’s  
participation   in   public   labour   was   actively   promoted   as   part   of   the   national  
emancipation   from   feudal   and   capitalist   oppressions.   In   this   sense,   the   female   is  
presented  in  the  public  domain  not  as  ‘woman’  but  as  ‘labourer’  (Tong,  2011;  also  see  
Guo,   2007;   Jin,   2006;   Zhou   &   Guo,   2013).   This   marked   an   era   that   women   were  
contended  to  be  able  to  ‘hold  up  half  of  the  sky’  and  to  do  what  men  can  do.  Further,  
women  were   required   to   not   only  work   like   but   also   look   like   (male)   workers   by  
dressing  up  and  behaving  in  ‘gender-­‐neutral’  ways  (Barrett,  1973;  Hooper,  1979;  Sun,  
2012;  Zhou  &  Guo,  2013).  Due  to  the  participation  in  the  ‘outdoor’  labour,  the  female  
bodies  were  also  built  up  as  muscular  and  strong,  with  broad  shoulders  and  waist  and  
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tanned  skin  (Zhou  &  Guo,  2013).  Thus,  (traditional)  femininity  was  largely  abandoned  
and  women  were  de-­‐gendered  during  this  period.  It  has  been  pointed  out  that  this  de-­‐
gendering  process  was  indeed  the  masculinisation  of  the  female  body  (Rofel,  2007;  
Sun,  2012).  What  behind  the  allegedly  emancipation  of  women  through  equal  access  
to  public  labour,  then,  was  the  approximation  of  women  to  men  by  not  only  assigning  
women  with  the  ‘hard  work’  conventionally  preserved  for  men  but  also  defeminising  
women’s   appearance   (Sun,   2012).   In   addition,   the  Mao-­‐era   China   was   also   often  
considered  as  de-­‐sexualised  as  it  was  a  period  often  associated  with  sexual  repression.  
During   the   Cultural   Revolution,   in   particular,   romantic   love  was   viewed   “as   petty-­‐
bourgeoisie  sentiment  and  associated  with  a  capitalist,  decadent  life-­‐style”  (Pan,  2006,  
p.28).     
  
After  Mao’s   death,  Deng   Xiaoping   took   over.  Deng   is  well   known   for   his   policy   of  
‘reform  and  opening’  and  as  the  chief  architect  of  Chinese  modernisation.  The  reform  
and  opening  established  a  new  discourse  centred  on   ‘modernity’   to   replace  Mao’s  
‘continuous   revolution’   (Cao   &   Zhong,   2013).   It   marked   an   era   of   unprecedented  
interaction  between  China  and  foreign  countries.  On  the  one  hand,  it   is  considered  
that   the   modernisation   of   China   could   only   be   realised   by   transformation   and  
modernisation   of   culture,  which   in   turn   could   only   be   achieved   through   import   of  
foreign   (often   Western)   culture   (Cao   &   Zhong,   2013).   On   the   other   hand,   this  
‘modernity’  pursed  by  China  was  not  entirely  “the  Western  style  of  modernisation”  
but  was  also  conditioned  by  Chinese  culture  and  history  (Cao  &  Zhong,  2013,  p.16).  As  
Wang   (2015)   claimed,   “in  an  oriental   country   such  as  China,  where   the   traditional  
cultural   mechanism   is   so   strong,   anything   from   abroad   tends   to   be   localized   or  
‘Sinicised’  before  functioning  effectively”  (p.2062).  In  short,  it  cannot  be  seen  as  the  
‘cultural  triumph  of  the  West’  (Tomlinson,  1996)  but  a  (cultural)  hybridisation  which  
should  be  understood  as  transcultural  convergence  with  not  only  mimicry  but  also  
counter-­‐hegemony  (Pieterse,  1994).  Indeed,  McLaren  (1994,  1997)  noted  the  revival  
of  Chinese  traditional  culture  which  was  almost  initiated  side-­‐by-­‐side  with  the  reform  
and  opening,  arguing  that  this  cultural  revivalism  should  not  be  thought  as  resurgence  
of  the  traditions  but  a  weapon  against  the  cultural  assimilation  from  the  West.  In  this  
sense,   the   distinctiveness   of   the   Chinese   past   no   long   remains   as   intact   but   is  
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manipulated   in   highly   gendered  ways   to   create   the   “notion   of   how   to   be   female,  
Chinese  and  modern,  but  not  Western”  (McLaren,  1998,  p.216).     
  
Indeed,  the   ‘discourse  of  modernity’   is  accompanied  by  a   ‘discourse  of   femininity’,  
which  was   initially   formed  as  an  expression  of  Chinese  women’s  revolt  against  the  
Maoist  state  control,  particularly  its  violent  erasure  of  sexual  difference  (Wang,  1997).  
This   ‘discourse  of   femininity’   gradually  became  “co-­‐opted  by   increasingly  powerful  
commercial  forces”  due  to  the  exposure  to  the  globalised  Western-­‐style  consumerism  
(Wang,   1997,   p.147).   Femininity   in   post-­‐Mao   China   thus   has   been   displayed  
particularly   through   fashion  magazines,   advertisements   and   other   commercialised  
media  in  which  the  modern  Chinese  women  often  appear  seductive,  hedonistic,  and  
individualistic  –   the  alleged  Western   feminine   ideals  on   the   one   hand,  and  exhibit  
unique  qualities  of  Oriental,  or  specifically  Chinese,  femininity  such  as  submissiveness  
and   gentleness   on   the   other   (Chen,   2012;   Hooper,   1998;   Johansson,   1998;   2001;  
Thornham  &  Feng,  2010;  Zhang,  2012).  These  representations  in  the  consumer  market  
not  only  reflect  but  also  cultivate  the  modern  (gendered)  subjects  in  contemporary  
China,  as  “[c]onsumption  is  about  embodiment,  embodying  a  new  self”  (Rofel,  2007,  
p.118).  This   is  part  of  the   ‘beauty  economy’   (a  term  linking   ‘beautiful  women’  and  
‘economy’  together)  in  its  broad  sense  (Xu  &  Feiner,  2007),  in  which  women  are  both  
consumers  contributing  significantly  to  the  beauty  market  and  the  sexualised  objects  
of  consumption,  that  is,  beautiful  women  are  used  to  promote  products  and  services  
(Hooper,  1998;  Johansson,  1998).  In  this  beauty  economy,  women’s  economic  agency  
is  reduced  to  ‘their  achievement  of  “beauty”,  or  more  accurately,  to  their  ability  to  
appeal   to   the   male   gaze’   (Xu   &   Feiner,   2007,   p.310).   Yet   the   proliferation   of  
consumerism  is  not  confined  to  the  consumer  culture  of  women  but  also  target  that  
of  men.  Consumerist  discourses  such  as  ‘women  should  wear  make-­‐up,  men  should  
tonify  kidney’2   serve   to  demarcate   consumption  attitudes  and  behaviour  between  
men  and  women   (Zhang,  2001),   hence   recreating  both   femininity  and  masculinity.  
                                            
2   In  Chinese  medicine,  the  function  of  the  kidney  is  closely  related  to  a  person’s  energy  and  health.  In  
particular,   it   is  often   linked   to  sexual  potency.  Middle-­‐age  men  are  often  encouraged   to  strengthen  
their  kidneys  with  herbal  tonics.     
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Whilst  femininity  is  now  closely  tied  with  (physical)  beauty,  masculinity  has  become  
increasingly  marked  by  sexual  potency  (e.g.  Zhang,  2007;  2015).  According  to  Zhang  
(2007),  the  increase  of  the  number  of  Chinese  men  turning  to  nanke  (men’s  medicine)  
for  treatment  of  impotence  in  post-­‐Mao  era  “indicates  the  rise  of  a  distinctive  mode  
of  subjectification  revolving  around  individual  desire”  (p.504).     
  
The   reform  era   has   also  witnessed   significant   changes   in   sexual   culture,   especially  
among  urban  youths  (Farrer,  2002,   Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015;  Pan,  2006).  Some  scholars  
(Pan,  1994;  2006;  Zhang,  2011)  suggested  that  a  sexual  revolution  has  been  taking  
place   in   contemporary   China,   which   has   resulted   in   greater   sexual   freedom.   In  
particular,  sex  is  gradually  separated  from  reproduction,  marriage  and  love.  According  
to  Pan  (2006),  the  introduction  of  the  one-­‐child  policy  in  1981  contributed  significantly  
to  the  change  of  the  traditional  equation  of  sex  with  reproduction  as  “the  only  reason  
to  maintain  a   sex   life  after   the  birth  of  a   single   child   is   for   the  purpose   of  mutual  
affection  and/or  pleasure”  (p.29).  Insofar  as  sex  is  no  longer  tied  to  procreation,  sexual  
behaviour   once   considered   as   inappropriate,   such   as   pre-­‐marital   sex,   has   gained  
greater  social  acceptance,  especially  among  young  people  (Farrer,  2002;  Jeffreys  &  Yu,  
2015;  Pan,  2006;  Xiao,  Mehrotra  &  Zimmerman,  2011).  This,  however,  is  “chiefly  due  
to  the  weakening  of  the  traditional  institution  of  marriage  rather  than  the  widespread  
adoption  of  what  might  be   loosely  described  as  Western-­‐style  conceptions  of   ‘free  
sex’”,  and  sex  has  by  no  means  “entirely  liberated  from  its  traditional  association  with  
marriage”  (Pan,  2006,  p.33,  indeed  marriage  remains  hegemonic  as  I  will  show  shortly).  
Farrer  (2002)  noted  “a  tension  between  a  desire  for  and  a  wariness  of  marriage”  in  
the   new   dating   culture   in   Shanghai.   On   the   one   hand,   not   only   that   marriage  
“continued  to  define  courtship  as  a  goal,  as  a  point  of  contrast  and  as  a  positive  and  
negative   standard   for   sexual   relationships”   but   also   that   dating   couples   tend   to  
“borrow   from   the   language   of  marriage   as   the   only   shared  model   for   committed  
relationships”  (e.g.  address  each  other  laopo  (old  lady)  and  laogong  (old  man),  terms  
conventionally   used   between   husband   and   wife)   to   render   “premarital   sexual  
relations  more  familiar  and  more  morally  acceptable”  (Farrer,  2002,  p.184).  On  the  
other  hand,   it  cannot  be  denied  that  dating  relations  has  become  more  casual  and  
playful  in  consumerist  China.  It  is  considered  (especially  by  urban  young  people)  that  
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dating  “is  pursued  for  its  own  pleasure  as  much  as  for  the  purpose  of  finding  a  mate”  
(Farrer,  2002,  p.184).  The  ‘playfulness’  in  contemporary  dating  culture  in  Shanghai  in  
Farrer’s  (2002)  account  also  implicates  the  separation  of  sex  from  love  or  romance.  It  
is   suggested   that   for   some   ‘liberal   and   open’   young   people   in  major  metropolitan  
areas,  “romantic   love  was  ‘so  yesterday’  and   ‘last  century’”   (Jeffreys  and  Yu.  2015,  
p.54)   whereas   sexual   pleasure   per   se   is   increasingly   emphasised.   Nonetheless,   as  
Farrer  (2006)  noted,  many  Chinese  young  people  moderate  their  sexual  relationships  
by   holding   up   the   notion   of   ‘romance’   to   appear   as   “neither   too   ‘open’   nor   too  
‘traditional’”  (p.121,  also  see  Pan,  2006).     
  
This  new  sexual  culture  in  China  has  no  doubt  transformed  women’s  attitudes  towards  
and  experience  of  sex.  To  begin  with,  the  decoupling  of  sex  from  reproduction  to  an  
extent  means  that  women  are  “no   longer  tools  of  reproduction”  (Pan,  2006,  p.29),  
and  the  obsession  of  women’s  (premarital)  chastity  has  been  undone  to  some  degrees  
(Farrer,  2002).  As  such,  Chinese  (young)  women  are  able  to  exercise  more  freedom  in  
their   sexual   expression   and   sexual   choice.   Rofel   (2007),   drawing   upon   her   own  
research  experiences  in  China,  expressed  that  in  1980s,  married  women  refused  to  
discuss  sex  with  her  whereas  in  1990s  “the  whole  point  for  young,  urban  women  was  
to   be   savvy   about   sex”   (p.121).   Indeed,   as  with   consumption,   sex   is   an   important  
aspect  of  the  ‘desiring  subject’  that  is  core  to  China’s  reconfiguration  of  its  relationship  
to   the  post-­‐socialist  world   (Rofel,  2007).  Nevertheless,  Rofel   (2007)   cautioned   that  
understanding  sex  in  China  as  “a  simple  dichotomy  exists  between  a  repressive  past  
and  a  liberated  present”  should  be  avoided  (p.122).  In  fact,  Chinese  women’  sexuality  
has  not  been  entirely  liberated  in  the  sexual  revolution.  Not  only  social  conservatism  
persisted  especially  in  terms  of  marriage,  family  and  sexual  behaviour  (Sigley,  2006)  
but   the   revolution   itself   is   also  highly  gendered.   In   this   sense,   the   so-­‐called   sexual  
revolution   is   “the   construction   of   new   forms   of   sexual   subjectivity   and   changes   in  
sexual  mores  that  are  not  necessarily  liberating”  (Ho  et  al.,  2018,  p.496)  
  
The  greater  sexual  freedom  brought  about  by  the  sexual  revolution,  for  instance,  has  
accorded  men  more  opportunities   for  sexual  activities  and  sexualised  consumption  
with  fewer  cost  as  ‘sex’  becomes  an  expression  of  a  man’s  status  and  good  taste  (Ho  
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et  al.,  2018),  whereas  women  have  to  be  sexually  open  but  at  the  same  time  maintain  
respectability  (Rofel,  2007).  In  a  survey  of  sexual  behaviour  in  contemporary  China,  
Parish,   Laumann  and  Mojola   (2007)  discovered   that  although  premarital   sex   is  not  
uncommon  among  young  women,  it  is  mainly  with  their  fiancé  or  possible  fiancé  that  
women   engage   in   sexual   activities,  whereas   young  men  have  more   diverse   sexual  
experiments  including  commercial  sex  and  short-­‐term  (sexual)  relations.  In  particular,  
the  ‘female  virginity  complex’  seen  in  the  present  day  indicates  that  women’s  chastity  
is  still  emphasised  (Wang  &  Ho,  2011,  also  see  Zarafonetis,  2017).  This  complex  is  a  
discourse   “emerged   in   the   context   of   rapid   social   changes   in  which   female   sexual  
autonomy  and  assertiveness  became  possible  options  for  young  Chinese  women,  and  
the   dilemmas   they,   as   modern   subjects   and   actors,   encounter,   causing   tensions  
between  their  needs  and  social  constraints”  (Wang  and  Ho,  2011,  p.196).  It  produces  
a  series  of  binary  images  of  women  such  as  good/bad  girl  and  virgin/slut  (Wang  &  Ho,  
2011).  Perhaps  it  is  in  this  sense  that  Mu  Zimei’s  sex  diary  published  on  her  blog  in  
2003   has  been   so  controversial   (Farrer,  2007).   In   the  diary   she  detailed  her   sexual  
encounters  with  various  men,  showing  her  attitude  toward  sex  without  love,  affection  
and  emotional  intimacy  (Mu  Zimei  is  a  key  figure  in  advocating  the  detachment  of  sex  
from  love  mentioned  above).  The  controversy  surrounding  Mu  Zimei’s  radical  writings  
indicates  the  promotion  of  women’s   sexual  agency  but   simultaneously   reflects   the  
powerful   conservative   voices   regarding   women’s   sexuality   (Farrer,   2007).   In  
comparison  to  the  sexual  freedom  Chinese  men  enjoy,  it  is  fair  to  say  that  female’s  
sexual  life  remains  severely  constrained.     
  
Furthermore,  in  the  liberal  market  environment  emerging  in  (especially  urban)  China,  
sexual  culture  have  also  been  deeply  entangled  with  a  sexual  economy,  as  masculinity  
is  increasingly  identified  with  earning  and  career  success  in  addition  to  sexual  potency  
(Farrer,  2002;  Osburg,  2013),  and  femininity,  or  more  precisely  feminine  beauty,  has  
become  to  be  considered  as  an  important  asset  for  women  (Johansson,  1998;  Xu  &  
Feiner,  2007).  According  to  Zurndorfer   (2016),  ‘[t]he  beauty  economy  is  an  integral  
feature   of   China’s   wider   sexual   economy   –   a   confluence   of   blurred   and   shifting  
boundaries  bound  up  in  a  matrix  of  wealth,  femininity,  and  sexuality”  (p.7),  typically  
manifesting   as   “Chinese  women   trad[ing]   their   youthful   attractiveness   for  wealth”  
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(p.5).  The  sexual  economy  includes  sex  consumption  in  its  various  forms  ranging  from  
obvious   commercial   sex   to   the   use   of   women   hostesses   and   escorts   in   building  
network  and  facilitate  transaction  in  business  (Zurndorfer,  2016).  Within  this  sexual  
economy,   it   has   been   increasingly   common   that   the   bodies   of   unmarried   young  
women   are   viewed   by   men   as   well   as   themselves   as   commodities   to   exchange  
material  wealth  and  financial  security  (Zurdorfer,  2016).).  Material  conditions  such  as  
money,  properties  and  cars  are  considered  by  women  as  desirable,  and  sometimes  
essential   in   choosing   partners   (Farrer,   2002;  Osburg,   2013;   Zhang,   2010),  whereas  
“men  use  their  monetary  assets  to  obtain  youthful,  attractive  women”  (Zurdorder,  
2016,  p.17)  
  
The  sexual  economy  is  closely  associated  with  women’s  status  in  the  labour  market.  
Gender  inequality  in  the  workplace  since  the  economic  reform  such  as  gender  pay  gap  
and  unequal  access  to  opportunities  for  advancement  has  been  widely  documented  
(e.g.  Berik,  Dong  &  Summerfield,  2007;  Cohen  &  Wang,  2009)  and  I  do  not  intend  to  
discuss   this   here.   Rather,   I   hope   to   briefly   explicate   the   sexualised   occupational  
culture  in  which  women  may  be  sexually  objectified  in  work-­‐related  interaction  and  
activities  (sex  in  work)  and/or  their  sexual  appeal  may  be  used  by  the  employers  to  
generate  business  (sex  as  work)  (Liu,  2016).  In  the  latter  case,  “physical  appearance  
was  under  great  emphasis  and  particular  scrutiny”  in  recruiting  women,  especially  for  
sales  section  (which  is  considered  as  the  ‘front  door’  of  the  company)  to  the  extent  
that  it  becomes  to  be  seen  as  a  necessity  (Liu,  2016,  p.90).  It  seems  to  be  taken  for  
granted  that  women  can  “use  techniques  associated  with  femininity  to  lure  clients”  
and  one  of  this  technique  is  sajiao  (Liu,  2016),  which  is  “widely  seen  as  a  means  by  
which  young,  feminine  Chinese  women  try  to  get  their  own  way,  especially  in  intimate  
relationships”.   In   this  business   context,   it   “implies  an   intimacy  with   the  other   that  
borders  on  the  sexual  and  demonstrates  a  willingness  to  use  femininity  to  manipulate  
a  man”  (Ho  et  al.,  2018,  p.508).  Indeed,  as  Xu  and  Feiner  (2007)  indicated,  as  women’s  
value  is  increasingly  viewed  as  lying  in  what  they  look  like  rather  than  what  they  can  
do,  their  equal  status  in  labour  market  promoted  in  Maoist  China  (consider  the  slogan  
‘women  can  hold  up  half  of  the  sky’)  is  eroded.  In  the  business  world,  it  is  commonly  
considered   that   “if   a  man   closed   a   good   deal,   it  was   an   indication   of   his   abilities”  
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whereas  “in  a  woman,  it  was  attributed  to  her  physical  attractiveness”  (Ho  et  al.,  2018,  
p.508).   Moreover,   women   who   are   particularly   successful   in   their   career   such   as  
woman   entrepreneurs,   often   dubbed   as   nüqiangren   (strong   women),   are   less  
desirable   in   the   dating   and  marriage  market   as   they  are   seen   as   ‘lacking   feminine  
charms  and  virtues  and  “sexually  loose”’  (that  is,  using  their  sexuality  to  be  successful  
in   their   careers)   (Zurndorfer,  2016,  p.13,  also   see  Osburg,  2013).  Women  who  are  
ambitious   about   their   career   development   and   professional   goals   are   said   to   be  
sacrificing  their  personal  happiness  in  which,  as  it  is  widely  understood,  marriage  and  
motherhood  are  indispensable  (Ho  et  al.,  2018).  
  
Not  only  are  women  condemned  if  they  are  ambitious  for  career  success,  they  are  also  
judged  if  they  choose  to  seek  a  (wealthy)  man  for  financial  security  (Zurndorfer,  2016).  
As  Farrer   (2002,  p.15)   indicated,   in   the   sexual   culture   in   contemporary  China  “the  
point  of  greatest  contention”  is  women’s  sexual  motives,  which  is  increasingly  seen  as  
“the  decisive  moral  criterion  for  their  premarital  sexual  relations”  (or  indeed  sexual  
relations  in  general).  To  be  seen  as  moral,  a  woman’s  motive  should  be  “for  feelings  
rather   than   for   some  material   end”   (Farrer,   2002,   p.15).   Furthermore,   whilst   the  
presence  of  women  (especially  those  from  a  working-­‐class  background)  in  the  labour  
market  is  irreversible  due  to  the  profound  impact  of  the  socialist  experiments  where  
women’s  participation   in  paid   labour  was  enforced,  this  participation  has  not  been  
matched  by  an  equivalent  role  of  men  in  household  chores  (Hooper,  1998;  Tong  &  Liu,  
2015).  To  a  large  extent,  women  are  still  expected  to  be  the  ‘virtuous  wife  and  good  
mother’   (xianqi   liangmu)   in   the  Confucian   sense.  Consequently,   a   large  number  of  
contemporary  Chinese  women  suffer  from  ‘double  burden’  as  they  have  to  play  the  
dual  roles  as  the  income  owner  and  as  the  care-­‐giver  in  the  family  (Cook  &  Dong,  2011;  
Gu,  2009).     
  
To   summarise,   it   seems   that   there   is   a   similar   contradiction,   or   tension,   between  
constraints   and   resistance/empowerment   in   the   lives   of   contemporary   Chinese  
women.   This   is   obvious   in   two   interrelated   realms.   First,  whilst   the   economic   and  
political  changes  in  the  recent  decades  has  improved  women’s  social  status  in  China,  
women  are  still  subordinated  in  both  the  workplace  and  in  the  family.  Indeed,  it  can  
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be  argued  that  sometimes  this  subordination  is  accompanied  by  their  improved  social  
status   (e.g.   women’s   active   participation   in   paid   employment   has   led   to   greater  
economic   independence   yet   at   the   same   time   resulted   in   the   ‘double   burden’  
experienced  by  them  as  family  obligations  as  mother  and  wife  has  not  been  loosened).  
Second,   although   women   have   acquired   greater   sexual   freedom   arguably   as   the  
consequence   of   the   so-­‐called   sexual   revolution,   they   simultaneously   become  
increasingly  subject  to  new  and  subtle  forms  of  sexual  constraints.  Perhaps  this  second  
point  in  particular  should  remind  us  about  the  critiques  of  postfeminism  mentioned  
in   Chapter   3   (e.g.   Gill,   2007).   In   particular,   sexual   desire   has   been   increasingly  
emphasised  and  celebrated  among  contemporary  Chinese  women,  but  such  desires  
have  to  be  expressed  in  accordance  to  the  gender  and  sexual  norms.     
  
4.4  Sexuality  in  China  
  
In  traditional  Chinese  culture,  same-­‐sex  eroticism  (especially  among  men)  was  largely  
tolerated   (Hinsch,   1990;   Ruan,   1991;   Vitiello,   2000;   2011;   Wu,   2004),   or   indeed  
overlooked  as  it  was  subsumed  in  social  relations.  It  was  the  social  relations  in  which  
sex  occurs  rather  than  sexuality  per  se  that  is  the  traditional  Chinese  concern  (Chou,  
2000).  Neither  Confucianism  as  the  dominant  ideology  in  traditional  China  nor  other  
influential  philosophy  such  Taoism  and  Buddhism  was  interested  in  classifying  sexual  
preference,   which   means   that   there   was   no   homo-­‐hetero   duality   in   traditional  
Chinese  societies  (Chou,  2000;  Zheng,  2015).  Importantly,  same-­‐sex  eroticism  was  not  
incompatible  with  the  heterosexual  marriage  as  a  marriage  was  based  not  on  “sexual  
desire  or  love  but  the  obligation  to  continue  the  family  line”  (Chou,  2000;  p.23).  To  
marry   and   to   reproduce   is   no   doubt   central   to   fulfill   one’s   familial   and   social  
obligations,  especially  in  regard  to  the  filial  piety  in  Confucian  ethics.  However,  insofar  
as  such  obligations  were  accomplished,  same-­‐sex  relationship  (outside  the  marriage)  
was  not   condemned   (Chou,  2000;   2001;  Hinsch,  1990;   Louie,  2002).   Further,  Chou  
(2002)   also   remarked   that   this   “cultural   tolerance   of   same-­‐sex   eroticism  does   not  
imply  an  affirmation  of  human  rights  or  sexual  rights”  but  rather  indicates  the  sexual  
privileges  the  male  elites  enjoyed  in  the  patriarchal  marital  system  (p.25,  also  see  Wu,  
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2004).  Without  denying  the  male  privileges  (and  elitism),  however,  sexual  relations  
between  women  seemed  not  to  be  explicitly  prohibited  in  ancient  China  (Sang,  2003).     
  
The  cultural  tolerance  of  same-­‐sex  eroticism  began  to  fade  as  the  Western  concept  of  
‘sex’   and   ‘sexuality’,   among   other   modern   Western   ideas   and   science,   being  
introduced  to  China  by  Chinese  intellectuals  at  the  turn  of  the  20th  century  (Chou,  2000;  
Hinsch,  1990).  A  “reconfigured  interpretation  of  homoerotic  relationships  as  immoral,  
deviant,   decadent,   and   ultimately,   the   cause   of   a   weak   nation”   was   gradually  
developed  in  Republic  China  (1912  –  1949)  during  which  the  term  tongxinglian  (同性
恋,  same-­‐sex   love),   the  translation  of  homosexuality,  emerged   in  Chinese   language  
(Zheng,  2015,  p.39).  This  stigmatising  notion  of  homosexuality  continued,  or  rather  
amplified,  in  Maoist  China.  Predominated  Maoist  China  is  “a  heterosexual,  martial  and  
reproductive  sex  model  wherein  sex  was  only   legitimate  for  reproductive  purposes  
within   marriage”   (Zheng,   2015,   P.41).   Same-­‐sex   acts,   alongside   premarital   sex,  
extramarital  sex  and  prostitution  were  seen  as  deviant  and  abominable  and  therefore  
needed  to  be  regulated  (Li,  2006;  Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015;  Zheng,  2015).  In  the  Mao  era,  
homosexuals,  whilst  not  explicitly  outlawed,  were  targets  of  harassment,  persecution  
and  administrative  or  disciplinary  sanction,  especially  during  the  Cultural  Revolution  
(Li,   2006).   As   Evans   (1997)   noted,   the   official   silence   of   homosexuality   “masked   a  
widespread  view  of  homosexuality  as  a  violation  of  the  natural  heterosexual  order”  
(p.206).  In  general,  due  to  the  dreadful  consequences  of  being  exposed  as  homosexual,  
most   same-­‐sex-­‐attracted   people   chose   to   conceal   their   sexuality.   It   was   almost   a  
universal   practice   among   homosexual   people   to   get   married   (to   an   opposite-­‐sex  
partner)  and  to  have  children.  In  fact,  during  the  Mao  era  “marriage  was  highlighted  
as  a  social  cause  and  the  fulfilment  of  a  social  responsibility  to  produce  children  for  
the  Communist  state”,  hence  rendering  those  who  did  not  marry  and  did  not  have  
children  “socially  irresponsible  and  harmful  to  the  socialist  state”  (Zheng,  2015,  p.41).  
It   is  interesting  to  ponder  for  a  moment  that  whilst  marriage  and  procreation  were  
considered  as  familial  and  social  obligations  in  both  traditional  Chinese  society  and  in  
Maoist  China,  same-­‐sex  eroticism  was  not  seen  as  incompatible  with  the  Confucian  
family  ethics  in  the  former  but  as  disrupting  the  family  and  the  social  stability  in  the  
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latter.   This   was   partly   due   to   the   Marriage   Law   promulgated   in   1950   (and   the  
subsequently  published  materials  regarding  this  law),  which,  although  undoubtedly  a  
nationwide   attempt   to   legally   accord   women   their   equal   rights   in   marriage,   also  
“promoted   a   normative   view   of   appropriate   sex/uality   as   adult,   monogamous,  
heterosexual  and  marital  rather  than  pre-­‐marital,  casual,  extra-­‐marital,  homosexual  
and  commercial”  (Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015,  p.4-­‐5).     
  
As  the  reconfiguration  of  sexual  meanings  induced  by  the  reform  and  opening,  as  well  
as  the  subsequent  sexual  revolution  has  to  an  extent  afforded  greater  sexual  freedom  
as  mentioned  above,  gay  and   lesbian  communities  began   to  emerge   in   1980s  and  
became  increasingly  visible  in  1990s  (see  Kam,  2013;  Kong,  2011;  Rofel,  2007;  Zheng,  
2015).  It  has  been  argued  that  the  most  popular  term  that  gay,  lesbian,  and  bisexual  
individuals   self-­‐identified   with   is   Tongzhi   (Chou,   2000;   2001,   although   lesbians  
increasingly  tend  to  describe  themselves  as  lala,  see  Kam,  2013)  in  present-­‐day  China.  
Thus,  it  seems  necessary  to  briefly  clarify  this  term,  which  is  claimed  to  have  specific  
cultural  and  political  meanings.   ‘Tongzhi’,   literally  meaning  ‘same  spirit/same  goal’,  
has  a  positive  connotation.  It  was  used  by  Sun  Yat-­‐sen,  who  is  famously  known  as  the  
father  of  modern  China,  to  refer  to  comrades  in  the  republican  movement,  and  later  
(after  1949)   by  CCP  as   “a   friendly  and  politically   correct   term  by  which   to  address  
everyone  in  China,  as  it  refers  to  the  most  sacred  ideal  of  a  classless  society  where  
sisters   and   brothers   share   a   self-­‐less   vision   of   fighting   for   the   socialist   collective  
interest”  (Chou,  2000,  p.1-­‐2).  But  since  the  reform  and  opening,  the  term  has  lost  its  
popularity  outside  political  contexts   (Chou,  2000).   ‘Tongzhi’   is   first  appropriated  to  
represent  same-­‐sex  eroticism  in  Hong  Kong  in  1989,  and  this  appropriation,  according  
to   Chou   (2000),   “is   widely   accepted   by   the   community   for   its   positive   cultural  
references,  gender  neutrality,  desexualisation  of  the  sigma  of  homosexuality,  politics  
beyond   the   homo-­‐hetero   duality,   and   use   as   an   indigenous   cultural   identity   for  
integrating  the  sexual  into  the  social”  (p.2).  The  sentiment  for  integrating  the  sexual,  
the  political  and  the  cultural  in  the  term  ‘tongzhi’  depicted  in  Chou’s  (2000)  account  
has  led  to  its  relentless  use  in  gay  and  lesbian  activism  and  scholarly  works  (e.g.  Bao,  
2018;  Engebretsen  &  Schroeder,  2015;  Zheng,  2015).     
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However,   some   research   has   shown   that   the   popularity   of   the   term   has   been  
overstated  (Lau  et  al.,  2017).  Indeed,  although  Chou’s  (2000)  advocacy  for  ‘tongzhi’  
with  cultural  specificity  (as  opposed  to  ‘gay’,  ‘lesbian’,  ‘queer’,  etc.  which  are  Anglo-­‐
saxon   terms)   and   positive   connotation   (as   opposed   to   homosexuality   which   was  
considered  as  a  medical  terms  bearing  pathologising  effects)  should  be  admired,  it  is  
cautioned  that  “tongzhi  means  many  things  to  many  people  and  is  by  far  not  the  only  
way  to  designate  one’s  queerness”   (Engebrestsen  &  Schreoder,  2015,  p.6,  also  see  
Kong,  2011;  Wong,  2010).  In  this  research,  regardless  of  the  significance  of  the  term  
‘tongzhi’  has  in  sexuality  study  in/of  China,  I  do  not  intend  to  use  this  term  (except  in  
direct  quotes  from  other  researchers)  as  it  resonates  little  with  my  own  experiences  
growing  up  as  someone  being  (sexually)  attracted  to  the  same  sex/gender.  Instead  I  
tended   to   understand   myself   as   ‘gay   (gei/ji,   基 )’ 3    and   ‘homosexual/homo  
(tongxinglian/tong,   同性恋/同),   and   later   queer,   which   are   the   terms   that   I   will  
mostly   use   in   this   thesis.   Perhaps  my   use   of   ‘homosexuality’   needs   to   be   further  
clarified.  Although  this  term  is  often  considered  as  pathologising,  I  had  not  understood  
it   as   denoting   an   ‘illness’   when   I   was   growing   up,   perhaps   partly   because  
homosexuality   was   removed   from   the   list   of   mental   illness   in   2001   (see   next  
paragraph),  which  was  before  I  reach  my  puberty  and  before  I  could  actually  make  
sense   of   the   notion   of   sexuality   (although   I   have   heard   about   terms   such  
‘homosexuality’  and  ‘gay’  when  I  was  quite  young).  For  me,  ‘homosexuality’  denotes  
being   attracted   to   the   same   sex   and   it   is   used   in   this   thesis   as   such.   To   be   sure,  
‘homosexuality’  is  spoken  in  stigmatising  ways  in  China,  but  so  is  ‘gay’  and  ‘tongzhi’.  It  
is   not   the   terms   but   that   being   sexually   attracted   to   the   same   sex   that   is   viewed  
negatively.  
  
Homosexuality   continued   to   be   stigmatised   in   post-­‐Mao   China.   It   has   been  
pathologised  and  (ambiguously)  criminalised   in  the   late  1970s  respectively  through  
“being  classified  as  sexual  disorder  in  the  first  version  of  the  Chinese  Classification  of  
                                            
3  基   in  Cantonese  (‘gei’)  pronounces  similar  to  ‘gay’.  Although  it  pronounces  ‘ji’  in  Mandarin,  which  is  the  official  
language  in  China,  as  a  Cantonese  speaking  Chinese,  基,  as  in  its  Cantonese  pronunciation  ‘gei’,  was  the  first  term  
referring  to  same-­‐sex  eroticism  that  I  knew  of  and  identified  myself  with.     
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Mental   Disorders   (CCMD)”   and   being   “increasingly   associated   with   (and   hence  
penalized  as)  a  type  of  liumang  zui  (‘hooliganism’)”4   (Kong,  2016,  p.500),  although  it  
is   suggested   the   pathologisation   and   criminalisation   of   homosexuality   had   already  
appeared  in  Mao  era  (Li,  2006).  Albeit  the  deletion  of  ‘hooliganism’  in  1997  and  the  
removal   of   homosexuality   from   the   list   of   mental   illness   in   2001   indicates   that  
homosexuality  to  a  degree  was  released  from  being  seen  as  pathological  and  deviant  
(Ho  et  al.,  2018;  Kong,  2016),  it  would  be  wrong  to  assume  that  homosexuality  has  
since  been  accepted  in  the  mainstream.  Homosexual  individuals  are  under  continuing  
surveillance   and   repression.   In   names   such   as   ‘public  morality’   and   ‘social   order’,  
sexual  spaces  inhabited  by  gay  men  and  lesbians  such  as  bars,  bathhouses,  public  park  
(as  cruising  venue)  are  periodically  raided  and  closed  down;  homosexual  contents  on  
the  Internet  are  censored;  all  kinds  of  gatherings  are  treated  as  illegal  unless  having  
been  approved  by  the  state;  arbitrary  arrests  and  harassment  from  police  still  occur;  
to  just  name  a  few  (Li,  2006;  Kong,  2011;  Miège,  2009;  Rofel,  2007;  Zheng,  2015).  As  
Rofel  (2007)  noted,  insofar  as  “[t]he  state  has  provisions  covering  anything  that  might  
be  construed  to  threaten  its  state  interests”,  being  aware  of  what  the  state  can,  and  
may   do   render   the   life   of   homosexual   individuals   far   from   carefree.   Moreover,  
research  has  shown  that  homosexuality  is  widely  viewed  negatively  by  the  Chinese  
public   (e.g.   Liu   &   Choi,   2006;   Pew   Research   Center,   2013;   Xie   &   Peng,   2018).   For  
instance,  gay  men  and  lesbians  remained  to  be  discriminated  due  to  the  ostentatious  
association  of  same-­‐sex  acts  (especially  between  men)  with  transmission  of  HIV/AIDS  
(Wei,  2015;  Zheng,  2015).     
  
It  has  been  widely  acknowledged  that  “the  major  pain  and  dilemma  felt  by  most  same-­‐
sex   attracted   people   in   China   centres   on   the   issue   of  whether   or   not   to   tell   their  
parents   that   they   are   gay   or   lesbian,   and   how   to   avoid   heterosexual   marriage”  
(Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015,  p.88).  The  Confucian  ethic  of   filial  piety  remains   influential   in  
contemporary  Chinese  society.  Insofar  as  to  marry  and  to  reproduce  off-­‐spring  remain  
                                            
4   ‘Hooliganism’  was  a  general  term  referred  to  myriad  forms  of  social  misbehaviour  and  homosexuality  was  not  
specified  on  the  list,  although  same-­‐sex-­‐attracted  people  (especially  men)  were  often  arrested  or  harassed  under  
this  catchall  crime  (Kong,  2016).  Therefore,  I  regard  homosexuality  as  ambiguously  criminalised.     
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as   the   fundamental   filial   piety   practice,   to   pursue   a   same-­‐sex   partner   essentially  
means  abandoning  the  duties  as  a  son  or  daughter  and  disappointing  ones’  parents  
(Hu  &  Wang,   2013).   Single   young  men   and  women   are   subject   to   various   kind   of  
matchmaking  offered  by  parents  and  (older)  relatives,  especially  during  the  big  New  
Year  family  gathering.  Such  beseeching  from  not  only  the  immediate  family  but  the  
extended  family  is  termed  by  some  as  ‘Chinese-­‐style  forced  marriage’  (zhongguoshi  
bihun)   (Jeffreys   &   Yu,   2015).   In   addition,   to   engage   in   (heterosexual)   marriage   is  
considered  as  a  social  obligation  as  much  as   it   is  seen  as  a   familial  one,  as  Chinese  
citizens  are  expected  “to  marry  and  to  reproduce  the  next  generation”  (Kam,  2007,  
p.92,   also   see   Miège,   2009).   Ho   et   al.   (2018)   have   noted   the   peculiarity   of   the  
‘obsession’   with  marriage   in   China,   presenting   the   data   from   the   2010   census   by  
United  Nations  that  by  the  age  of  34  “93.6%  of  men  and  98.2%  of  women  in  the  PRC  
had  been  married”  (p.494).   In   fact,   remaining  single  at  a  marriageable  age  “carries  
with  it  social  stigma  for  both  the  individuals  concerned  and  their  families”  (Ho  et  al.,  
2018,   p.495).   This   means   that   the   social   expectation   of   heterosexual   marriage  
becomes   not   just   an   individual   but   also   a   family   concern.   In   short,   (heterosexual)  
marriage  is  almost  a  universal  norm  and  is  virtually  mandatory  in  contemporary  China.  
It   is  in  such  a  social  and  cultural  environment  that  homosexual  individuals  in  China  
must   face   the   predicament   between   living   a   homosexual   life   and   entering   a  
heterosexual   marriage   to   meet   the   expectation   from   the   society   and   family,   or  
specifically  the  parents  (Chou,  2000;  2001;  Hu  &  Wang,  2013;  Kam,  2007;  2013;  Li  &  
Wang,  1992;  Miège,  2009;  Zheng,  2015).     
  
One  strategy  of  avoiding  the  social  and  familial  pressure  regarding  marriage  is  going  
out  (chuzou),  ‘Going  out’  denotes  that  gay  men  and  lesbians  “moving  away  from  their  
place  of  birth  and  family  home”,  usually  to  metropolitan  cities  where  gay  and  lesbian  
culture  and  community  are  better  developed  (Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015).  In  so  doing  they  
can  pursue  a  homosexual  life  for  various  periods  without  being  constantly  pressured  
by  their  parents  and  other  family  members  to  get  married.  Needless  to  say,  ‘going  out’  
is   merely   a   temporary   solution,   and   as   the   notion   of   ‘family’   is   deeply   valued   in  
Chinese  culture,  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  one  can  completely  disconnected  from  one’s  
family.   In  addition,   the  homosexual   life   that   is   lived   in   this  way   is   likely   to   remain  
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secretive   in   many   ways   considering   that   gay   and   lesbian   community   (even   in  
metropolitan  cities  in  China)  remained  marginal,  and  often  sealed  off  from  the  rest  of  
the  society  (Kam,  2013;  Miège,  2009;  Zheng,  2015).     
  
Another  strategy  is  coming  home  (huijia),  referring  to  the  practice  of  bringing  back  a  
same-­‐sex  partner  to  the  family  home  without  declaring  the  same-­‐sex  relationship  or  
one’s  homosexuality.  The  intention  is  to  “obtain  parental  acquiescence  through  non-­‐
confrontational  negotiation”  (Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015,  p.90).  ‘Coming  home’  first  proposed  
by   Chou   (2000;   2001)   as   an   indigenous   model   of   queer   sexuality   that   intervenes  
against  the  hegemony  of  the  Western-­‐origin  ‘coming  out’  model  (Huang  &  Brouwer,  
2018a).  Chou   (2000;   2001)  argued   that   ‘coming   out’   as  a   confrontational  model   is  
culturally  problematic  in  a  Chinese  context  as  it  is  born  out  of  the  Western  value  of  
individualism,  whereas   in   traditional   Chinese   culture   a   person   existed   “only   in   the  
context  of  family  and  social  relationships”  and  “[e]veryone  is,  first,  a  daughter  or  a  son  
of  her  or  his  parents,  which  is  a  role  in  the  social-­‐familial  system,  before  she  or  he  can  
be  anything  else”  (Chou,  2000,  p.20).  ‘Coming  home’  is  formulated  by  Chou  (2001)  as  
“a  negotiative  process  of  bringing  one’s  sexuality  into  the  family-­‐kin  network,  not  by  
singling  out  same-­‐sex  eroticism  as  a  site  for  conceptual  discussion  but  by  constructing  
a  same-­‐sex  relationship  in  terms  of  family-­‐kin  categories”  (p.36).  In  particular,  the  gay  
or  lesbian  can  “use  quasi-­‐kin  categories  like  half  sisters/brothers  to  integrate  her/his  
partner  into  the  family”  through  mutual  participation  (both  the  same-­‐sex  partner  and  
the  parents)  in  mundane  practices  such  as  shopping  and  dining  (Chou,  2001,  p.36).  
This  model  of  ‘coming  home’,  as  pointed  out  by  Ho  et  al.  (2018),  is  construed  through  
“a   Chinese   tradition   of   silently   tolerating,   rather   than   openly   accepting   same-­‐sex  
sexuality”,  which  emphasises  on  ‘harmony’  (p.497).  Embedded  in  this  ‘coming  home’  
model  is  a  classic  Chinese  aesthetics  of  implicitness/reticence  (hanxu)  (Jeffreys  and  Yu,  
2015;  Liu  &  Ding,  2005).     
  
However,  it  has  been  pointed  out  that  Chou’s  (2000;  2001)  model  of  ‘coming  home’,  
as  valuable  as  it  is  (especially  in  identifying  the  Western  characteristics  of  the  ‘coming  
out’  model),  has   its  own  shortcomings   (Ho  et  al.,   2018;  Huang  &  Brouwer,   2018a;  
Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015;  Kam,  2013;  Liu  &  Ding,  2005).  In  particular,  Liu  and  Ding  (2005)  
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criticised  that  interface  of  tolerance  and  reticence  exemplified  in  ‘coming  home’  can  
inadvertently  contribute  to  maintain  ‘proper’  sexual  relations  and  keep  the  deviant  
sex(ualities)  in  “the  shadowy  ghostly  spaces  of  the  social-­‐familial  continuum”.  Those  
beings  kept  in  this  space  are  demanded  “the  responsibility  (at  their  expense)  for  the  
upkeep  of  the  wholeness  and  harmony  of  the  very  continuum  wherein  they  do  not  
have  a  place”  (Liu  &  Ding,  2005,  p.32).  Further,  it  is  pointed  out  that  the  harmonious  
picture  of  the  Chinese  family  portrayed  by  Chou  (2000;  2001)  is  questionable,  as  most  
Chinese   family   are   unlikely   to   accept   LGBTQ  members.   As   Jeffreys   and   Yu   (2015)  
claimed:   “Those  who  can   ‘come  home’  with   their   same-­‐sex  partners  are   the   lucky  
ones”,   and   many   of   them   has   to   eventually   “enter   ‘heterosexual’   marriages   and  
establish  their  own  home”  (Jeffreys  &  Yu,  p.90-­‐91).     
  
Xinghun   (cooperative/contract/nominal/formality   marriage)   is   a   unique   type   of  
heterosexual  marriage  that  gay  men  and  lesbians  may  engage  in  (Choi  &  Luo,  2016;  
Engebretsen,  2017;  Huang  &  Brouwer,  2018a;  2018b;  Kam,  2013;  Liu,  2013).   It   is  a  
marriage  arrangement   between  a   lesbian  woman  and  a  gay  man   that  allows  both  
parties  to  “present  themselves  to  family  and  work  circle  as  a  heterosexual  couple”  
(Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015,  p.91).  Xinghun  is  understood  by  some  scholars  as  performative  
(Choi   &   Luo,   2016;   Huang   &   Brouwer,   2018b).   The   performativity   of   xinghun  
resembles   that   elaborated   in   Butler’s   theory   of   performativity   (and   specifically  
Butler’s  understanding  of  drag,  Butler,  1990,  1993)  especially  in  that  both  are  featured  
by  the  ambivalence  of  reproducing  and  contesting  gender  and  sexual  norms  (Huang  
&  Brouwer,  2018b).  On  the  one  hand,  it  is  cautioned  that,  although  xinghun  may  seem  
to  be  an  attractive  way  to  reconcile  preserving  space  for  one’s  queer  sexuality  and  
maintaining  family  harmony,  it  may  strengthen  the  heterosexual  norms  (Choi  &  Luo,  
2016;   Engebretsen,   2017)   insofar   as   its   success   relies   chiefly   on   the   ‘realness’   of  
heterosexual  marriage  –  that  is,  in  order  for  xinghun  to  appear  as  ‘real’  and  ‘natural’,  
the  gay  man  and  the  lesbian  woman  concerned  often  need  to  follow  gender-­‐specific  
expressions   and   play   the   gender-­‐specific   roles   aligning   to   heteronormative  
understanding  of  masculinity  and  femininity  (Engebretsen,  2017;  Huang  &  Brouwer,  
2018b;   Liu,   2013).   This   may   render   particularly   the   lesbian   disadvantaged   as   to  
‘replicate’   the   ‘normal’   heterosexual   marriage   often   requires   ‘replication’   of   the  
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embedded  Confucian   patriarchal   norms   (Engebretsen,   2017,   Choi  &   Luo,   2016).   In  
addition,  concerns  such  as  legal  issues  regarding  finances,  pressure  of  having  children  
(usually  from  parents  on  both  sides)  and  the  subsequent  concerns  about  child-­‐rearing  
further  complicate  such  marriages  (Engebretsen,  2017;  Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015).  This  leads  
to   Engebretsen’s   (2017)   claim   that   “success   can   only   be   relative   and   temporary”  
(p.177-­‐178).  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  argued  that  xinghun  provides  agency  for  Chinese  
queer  subjects  in  personal  and  familial  lives.  Huang  and  Brouwer  (2018b),  in  particular,  
argued   that   rather   (or  more)   than   simply   imitating   heterosexual  marriage   xinghun  
provide  some  room  lesbian  women  (their  research  focuses  on  lesbians)  to  negotiate  
gender  roles  and  heterosexual  reproduction  in  making  the  ‘contract’.  Drawing  upon  
Butler’s   theory   of   performativity   (1990;   1993),   they   suggested   that   the   Chinese  
lesbians,  through  “conscious  citations  of  gender  norms”  in  practicing  xinhun,  can  open  
up  space  “to  evade  surveillance   in  a  heteropatriarchal  society”   (Huang  &  Brouwer,  
2018b,  p.147).  Further,  as  both  of  the  “the  same-­‐sex  partners  of  some  Chinese  queers  
are  actively  involved  in  the  negotiation  and  making  of  such  a  hetero-­‐martial  union”,  
xinghun  may  provide  opportunities  for  practicing  a  queer  kinship  structure  that  is  “a  
hetero-­‐marital   relationship  that   includes  homosexual   intimacy”  (Huang  &  Brouwer,  
2018b,  p.155).     
  
The  controversy  regarding  xinghu  remains  unresolved.  As  Ho  et  al.  (2018)  claimed,  it  
is   still   unclear  whether   xinghun   ‘is   “queering”   the   institution   of   heterosexuality   or  
simply  succumbing  to  its  hegemonic  position  in  China’  (p.499).  Huang  and  Brouwer  
(2018b),  whilst  emphasising  the  possibility  of  ‘openings  and  disruptions’  in  xinghun  as  
mentioned  above,  are  acutely  aware  the  coexistence  of  ‘heteronormativity  and  queer  
relationality’   in   the   performativity   of   this   unique   marriage   arrangement.   This  
ambiguity   is   deeply   embedded   in   Butler’s   understanding   of   performativity   and,   as  
discussed  in  Chapter  3,  have  been  subject  to  various  critiques.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  
case  of  xinghun  in  a  way  provides  a  response  to  some  of  those  critiques.  In  particular,  
whilst  xinghun  appears  to  capture  (at   least  to  a  degree)  the   ‘creative  dimension  of  
action’   with   cultural   and   historical   specificity   that  McNay   (1999)   plead   for,   it   still  
carries  a  sense  of  indeterminacy.  It  is  in  this  sense  that  I  would  like  to  argue  that  it  
may  be  counterproductive  to  downplay  ambiguities,  instabilities  and  uncertainties  in  
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understanding  agency  (which  seems  to  be  some  commentators  asking  from  Butler,  
e.g.  Barthold,  2014;  Lloyd,  1999;  McNay,  1999;  Mills,  2000).  Regardless  of  all  the  good  
intentions  in  arguing  against  negativity,  there  is  no  simple  solution  to,  for  instance,  
the  challenges  of  managing  the  marriage  problem  confronting  the  queer  subjects  in  
contemporary  China.  Not  even  the   legalisation  of  same-­‐sex  marriage  can  solve  the  
problem,  as  Zheng’s  (2015)  research  has  indicates  that  gay  men  in  China  are  unlikely  
to  marry  their  same-­‐sex  lovers  even  that  becomes  legally  possible  (and  not  to  mention  
that  queer  theorists  has  cast  doubts  on  gay  marriage,  e.g.  Butler,  2004;  Warner,  1999).     
  
In  addition,  the  incessant  efforts  of  coming  up  with  a  culture-­‐specific  model  of  queer  
sexuality  in  China  to  some  extent  appears  to  shadow  the  prominence  of  the  discourse  
of   ‘coming  out’   in  China   in  a  globalising  world   (Huang  &  Brouwer,  2018a,  also   see  
Zheng,  2015).  In  addition  to  the  Western  style  of  ‘coming  out’,  Huang  and  Brouwer  
(2018a)   identified   partial   and   revised  ways   of   ‘coming   out’   among   Chinese   queer  
subjects.  For  instance,  the  ‘two-­‐step  model  to  coming  out’  (Kam,  2013)  exemplified  by  
the  principle  of  pulu  (path-­‐paving),  in  which  one  first  becomes  ‘a  “successful”  member  
of  the  society,  leaving  the  issue  of  sexuality  unaddressed,  and  then  to  come  out  as  an  
“outstanding”   (youxiu)   daughter/son   but   “less   desirable”   queer   subject’   (Huang  &  
Brouwer,  2018a,  p.103).  Revised  ways  of  coming  out  like  pulu,  according  to  Huang  and  
Brouwer  (2018a),  is  valuable  in  understanding  how  queer  subjectivities  are  crafted  in  
contemporary  China.  Furthermore,  although  the  trope  of  the  ‘closet’  (Sedgwick,  1990)  
is  decentred  in  the  account  of  ‘coming  home’  and  that  of  xinghun,  ‘coming  out’  often  
remains  in  the  picture.  For  example,  whether  to  come  out  to  one’s  parents  remains  to  
be  a  choice  that  sometimes  needs  to  (or  rather  prefers  to)  be  made  by  even  those  
who  have   entered   or   planning   to   enter   into   xinghun   (Choi   &   Luo,   2016;  Huang  &  
Brouwer,  2018a).  However,  it  is  inappropriate  to  argue  that  the  discourse  of  ‘coming  
out’  in  China  remains  the  same  as  that  in  the  Western  societies.  Bao  (2012)  has  noted  
the   nuances   of   the   ‘coming   out’   politics   in   China   (at   least   among   certain   queer  
subjects).  In  particular,  he  suggested  that  the  aesthetics  of  ‘implicitness’  is  embedded  
in   the   self-­‐identifying  phrase   ‘wo  shi  gay’   (‘I   am  gay’,  which   the  English  word   ‘gay’  
seldom   being   translated   into   Chinese)   frequently   used   by   transnational   and  
multilingual  gay  men  in  Shanghai,  in  that  one  does  not  need  to  articulate  clearly  one’s  
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(homo)sexuality  (Bao,  2012).  It  is  argued  that  “the  English  term  ‘gay’  in  this  context  
can  be  both  an   ‘out’   strategy  and  a   closet”   (Bao,  2012,  p.109).  Hence,  Bao   (2012)  
highlighted  “the  complexities  and  nuances  of  the  ‘closet’  and  ‘coming  out’  politics  in  
the  Chinese  context,  arguing  that  “for  gays  and  lesbians  in  China,  one  does  not  need  
to  be  completely   ‘in’  or   ‘out’,   and   ‘[b]eing   ‘in’   and   ‘out’  depends  on   the  particular  
social  setting  and  on  the  person  that  they  are  with”  (p.109).     
  
It  seems  to  me  that  from  pursuing  a  homosexual  life  by  ‘going  out’  to  being  implicitly  
queer   through   ‘coming   home’,   from  performing   a   public   heterosexual  marriage   in  
xinghun  to  the  revised  ‘coming  out’  politics  demonstrated  by  the  case  of  ‘pulu’,  the  
desire  to  access  normativity  (Yau,  2010)  is  present  to  various  extents.  Whilst  ‘going  
out’  can  be  understood  as  the  searching  for  a  place  (or  specifically  a  gay  and  lesbian  
community)  within  which  the  queer  subject  can   feel  normal(er),  and  being   implicit  
about  one’s  queer  sexuality  (to  one’s  parents)  in  ‘coming  home’  may  be  seen  as  an  
effort  of  masking  the  non-­‐normative  sexuality  by  retaining  a  normal  façade;  xinghun  
and   ‘pulu’   can  both  be  considered  as   compensating  one’s  non-­‐normative   sexuality  
through   social   (hyper)normativity   –   the   former   by   fulfilling   the   social   and   familial  
responsibility   of   getting   married   (and   reproducing   off-­‐springs)   and   the   latter   by  
becoming   a   contributing   citizen   and   an   outstanding   son/daughter.   This   desire   to  
access  normativity  is  also  implicated  in  that,  for  instance,  Chinese  gay  men  spare  no  
efforts  to  act  as  heterosexual  in  everyday  life  (Zheng,  2015).  It  is  thus  pointed  out  that  
a  large  number  of  gay  men  (and  lesbian)  in  China  lives  a  ‘double  life’  (Zheng,  2015,  this  
also  points  to  that  homosexual  living  is  China  is  powerfully  shaped  by  the  ‘closet’).  In  
fact,   it   may   even   be   argued   that   the   desire   for   normativity   stretches   into   the  
established  same-­‐sex  relations,  manifesting  as  the  conformity  to  gender  roles  –  a  gay  
couple  is  widely  considered  comprises  an  1  (the  masculine  role)  and  an  0  (the  feminine  
role)   to   the  extent   that  1s  and  0s  are   defined  by   the  different  gendered   identities  
rather  than  understood  as  sharing  the  same  sexual  identity  (Zheng,  2015).  Yau  (2010,  
p.4)  is  right  to  emphasise  the  hegemony  of  normativity  seen  in  the  cultural  and  social  
context  of  China:     
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in  what  ways  does  normativity  produce  (im)possibilities  for  our  sexualities;  how  
do  we  stretch  and  resist   the  hegemony  of  normativity  and  survive  to  redefine,  
make  productive  and/or  transform  its  violence  and  tensions  in  our  be(com)ings?  
When  it  is  given  that  certain  forms  of  sexuality  could  not  be  “normal”  period,  the  
challenges   for   the   continual   and   thriving   existence   of   non-­‐normative   sexual  
subjects  reside  between  the  operations  of  at  least  these  two  levels  (among  others)  
simultaneously:  accessing  “normal”  as  a  possibility  and  transforming  “normal”  
into  “possible”.     
  
This   dual   operation   of   accessing   ‘normal’   and   transforming   ‘normal’   is   in   a   way  
reminiscent  of  the  paradox  of  ‘subjectivation’  in  Butler’s  (and  Foucault)  account,  and  
it  seems  to  me  it  is  that  indeterminacy  of  performativity  widely  charged  by  Butler’s  
commentators,  rather  than  an  affirmative  account  of  transformation,  that  can  better  
capture  the  ambivalence  in  queer  lives  in  contemporary  China.  In  fact,  it  seems  that  
an  affirmative  account  of  transformation  may  inevitably  fail  to  register  the  complexity  
of   the   negotiation  with   normativity  within   Chinese   queer   subjects,  whose   right   or  
option  to  resist  to  be  normal  are  deprived  to  start  with  in  the  cultural  and  political  
context  of  China.     
  
4.5  Summary  
  
This  chapter  has  offered  an  extensive  account  of  the  understandings  of  gender  and  
sexuality  in  China.  I  have  justified  my  choice  of  Western  theories  (or  specifically  Judith  
Butler’s  theories)  by  outlining  the  development  of  gender  study  and  sexuality  study  in  
China   in   recent   decades,   and   demonstrated   how   gender   and   sexuality   in   China   is  
distinct  from  but  also  intertwined  with  gender  and  sexuality  in  the  Western  societies  
in   a   globalising   world.   Highlighting   the   uniqueness   of   gender   and   sexuality   in  
contemporary  China  is  vital  for  this  research  as  it  helps  to  better  situate  the  gender  
and   sexuality   in   the   context   this   research   is   conducted.   In   addition,   however,   it   is  
important   to   also   note   that   the   contradiction   between   constraints   and  
resistance/empowerment  that  I  have  extensively  attended  to  in  particularly  Chapter  
3  seems  to  be  also  implicated  in  the  lives  of  both  the  gendered  subjects  (specifically  
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women)   and   the   sexualised   subjects   (specifically   homosexual   individuals)   in  China.  
Judith  Butler’s  theories,  as  I  argued  in  Chapter  3,  are  valuable  in  understanding  this  
ambivalence.  
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Chapter  5  Methodology  
5.1  Introduction  
  
Having  provided  both  the  conceptual  and  contextual  understandings  for  this  research  
in  the  previous  chapters,  I  now  will  turn  to  methodology.  In  the  second  section  (the  
section  that  follows),  I  reflect  on  research  philosophy,  with  particular  attention  paid  
to   how   feminism,   queer   theory,   and   ultimately   postmodernism   influence   the  
epistemological  position  of  this  research.  In  the  third  section,  ethnography  is  justified  
as  an  appropriate  approach.  Specific  attention  is  paid  to  multi-­‐sited  ethnography  and  
autoethnography,  both  of  which  were  utilised  in  conducting  this  research.  The  fourth  
section   documents   the   ethnographic   fieldwork.   In   particular,   I   reflect   on   issues  
regarding  the  ‘sites’  of  the  ‘multi-­‐sitedness’  set  out  by  this  research  before  detailing  
the  procedure  of  collecting  data  in  the  field.  The  chosen  method  for  interpreting  the  
data,  writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry,  is  then  discussed  in  the  fifth  section.  In  the  sixth  
and   seventh   sections,   issues   of   quality   of   the   research   and   research   ethics   are  
attended   to   respectively.   Finally,   in   the   eighth   section,   I   provide   a   reflexive   note  
focusing  on  my  sexual  identity,  which  serves  as  a  background  account  that  enriches  
the  analysis  of  being  a  homosexual  hitchhiking  traveller  (and  researcher)  in  the  field.     
  
5.2  Research  Philosophy:  Influences  from  Feminism  and  Queer  Theory  
  
Epistemology  is  the  key  concept  of  research  philosophy  that  concerns  with  knowledge  
production  (Williams,  2016;  Willig,  2008).  Simply  put,  it  raises  and  attempts  to  answer  
questions   ‘what  can  we  know’  and   ‘how  can  we  know’  (Willig,  2008).  Feminist  and  
queer  inquiry  raise  questions  at  the  epistemological  level  as  they  both  interrogate  the  
production   of   knowledge   (Hawkesworth,   2012;   Plummer,   2011).   In   particular,  
feminists  have  critiqued  traditional  epistemological  positions  are  characterised  by  (1)  
using  the  male  as  the  norm  in  knowledge  production  (androcentrism)  and  (2)  believing  
that  the  scientific  ideal,  or  objectivity,  can  be  achieved  by  separating  the  researcher  
from   the   research   object   (Bordo,   1986;   Gilligan,   1982).   Sandra   Harding   (1987)  
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identifies   two   strategies   of   feminist   epistemology   as   response   to   traditional  
epistemologies:   feminist   empiricism   and   feminist   standpoint   theory.   Feminist  
empiricism  problematises   traditional  empiricism  by  attacking   its   incompleteness   in  
practice   due   to   androcentric   biases   (rather   than   the   norms   of   empiricism),   and  
feminist   standpoint   theory   argues   that   the   experience   of   women   (and   men   in  
subjugated  groups)  through  struggles  against  domination  can  “yield  up  a  truer  (or  less  
false)  image  of  social  reality”  than  those  of  men  of  the  ruling  classes  and  races  (p.185).  
It  is  not  difficult  to  notice  that  some  particular  feminist  views  are  taken  up  in  these  
two   feminist   epistemologies   in   attempt   to   establish   a   ‘feminist   science’.   Such  
possibility,  nevertheless,  is  questioned  by  another  epistemological  position  influenced  
by  postmodern  thinking,  namely,  feminist  postmodernism  (Harding,  1987).  
  
The  taking  up  of  postmodernism  in  feminism  is  far  from  straightforward  as  alluded  to  
in  Chapter  3.  Some  argued  that  “feminist  theory  more  properly  belongs  in  the  terrain  
of   postmodern   philosophy”   (Flax,   1987,   p.625);   whilst   others   cautioned   that  
postmodernism  might  lead  to  a  nominalist  ontology  (e.g.  Bordo,  1990;  Zack,  2005)  and  
the  abandonment  of  epistemology  (Harding,  1990).  Harding  (1987)  is  right  to  point  
out  that  postmodernism  would  have  considerable  impacts  on  our  ways  of  knowing,  
for  once  the  subject  is  deconstructed  in  the  postmodern  critique,  who  is  there  to  be  
counted  on  in  knowledge  production?  However,  “[t]o  deconstruct  is  not  to  negate  or  
dismiss,  but  to  call  into  question  and,  perhaps  most  importantly,  to  open  up  a  term,  
like  the  subject  to  a  reusage  or  redeployment  that  previously  has  not  been  authorized”  
(Butler,   1995,   p.165).   Ramazanoglu   and   Holland   (2002,   p.103)   pointed   out   that  
postmodernism  often  “undermine[s]  or  devalue[s]  investigation  of  the  social  relations  
of   everyday   life   in   favour   of   questioning   culture,   and   deconstructing   texts,  
representations,   discourses   and   performances”.   I   argue   that   it   is   also   exactly   such  
questioning   and   deconstructing   that   enable   researchers   to   overcome   such   crisis:  
‘[p]ostmodernism  identified  unspecified  assumptions  that  hinder  us  in  our  search  for  
understanding  “truly,”  and  it  offers  alternative  practices  that  work’  (Richardson,  1994,  
p.524).   In   fact,   the  past  several  decades  have  witnessed  how  postmodern   thinking  
have  brought  energy  to  the  development  of  other  feminist  approaches  of  knowledge  
building  (see  Olesen,  2011).     
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The  question  is  no  longer  whether  or  not  to  welcome  the  postmodern  turn,  for  that  
we   are   already   in   what   Denzin   and   Lincoln   (2011,   p.3)   called   “the   postmodern  
experimental  moment”  and  as  Richardson  (1994,  p.524)  perceptively  pointed  out,  “we  
cannot  go  back   to  where  we  were”.  Therefore,  we  ought   to  make  best  use  of   the  
advantages  and  cautiously  appraise  the  limitation  of  postmodernism  (Ramazanoglu  &  
Holland,  2002).  According  to  Ramazanoglu  and  Holland  (2002,  p.86),  postmodernism  
can  free  (feminist)  research  from  scientific  methods,  “opening  up  new  possibilities  for  
subjugated   voices,   stories   about   experience,   autobiography,   memories”.   It   is   not  
surprising,  then,  that  queer  theory,  in  a  similar  postmodern  strand,  refuses  any  kind  
of  theoretical  closure  and  orthodox  methods  (Plummer,  2011),  in  order  to  challenge  
the  “chronic,  now  endemic  crisis  of  homo/heterosexual  definition”  that  structure,  or  
indeed   fracture,   many   of   the   major   thought   and   knowledge   in   the   past   century  
(Sedgwick,   1990,   p.1).   Informed   by   postmodern   feminism   and   queer   theory,   this  
research   intends   to   break   up   with   the   normative,   legitimate,   dominant   research  
methodology.   This,   however,   does   not  mean   I   will   embark   on   some   truly   new   or  
striking  (postmodern)  feminist  or  queer  methods,  for  methods  as  research  techniques  
are   not   distinctively   feminist   (Harding,   1987)   or   queer   (Plummer,   2011).   Rather,   it  
means  that  I  will  link  (postmodern)  feminist  and  queer  theory  and  research  methods  
“in   a   synergistic   relation   that   brings   epistemology,  methodology   and  method   into  
dynamic  interaction  across  the  research  process”  (Hesse-­‐Biber  &  Piatelli,  2012,  p.176).  
  
5.3  Ethnography  
  
My  philosophical  assumptions  as  abovementioned  led  me  to  the  choice  of  qualitative  
inquiry,   which   provides   a   ‘naturalistic,   interpretative   approach’   (Denzin   &   Lincoln,  
2008)  that  is  beneficial  in  sensitising  the  phenomena,  or  hitchhiking  particularly  in  this  
research,  in  the  endlessly  diversifying  social  world  (Flick,  2009).  In  specific,  I  embark  
on  an  ethnography.  Examining  the  definition  given  to  ethnography  by  various  scholars,  
O’Reilly  (2012)  noticed  that  the  essential  components  emerging  have  more  to  do  with  
methodology  to  research  than  methods  of  data  collection.  Thus,  she  contended  that  
ethnography   is  a  methodology  (O’Reilly,  2012)  that  draws  on  “a  family  of  methods  
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involving  direct  and  sustained  social  contact  with  agents,  and  of  richly  writing  up  the  
encounter,   respecting,   recording,   representing  at   least  partly   in   its  own   terms,   the  
irreducibility  of  human  experience”  (Willis  &  Trondman,  2000,  p.5).  Following  O’Reilly  
(2012),  in  this  chapter  I  refer  to  ethnography  as  a  methodology  even  though  some  of  
the  scholars  I  cited  prefer  to  see  it  as  a  method.  Fetterman  (2010,  p.9)  claimed  that  
ethnographic  fieldwork  is  about  “being  there  –  to  observe,  to  ask  seemingly  stupid  but  
insightful  questions,  and  to  write  down  what  is  seen  and  heard”  so  that  a  “credible,  
rigorous   and   authentic   story”   (p.1)   can   be   told.   Whilst   I   do   not   place   particular  
emphasis   on   “credibility,   rigor   or   authenticity”   for   this   research   (as   influenced   by  
postmodern  thinking  and  queer  theory  I  cast  doubts  on  the  claims  for  achieving  a  truly  
credible,   rigorous   and   authentic   account),   I   nevertheless   consider   such   a  
methodological  approach  beneficial.  On  the  one  hand,  hitchhiking  travel  in  China  has  
not  been  empirically  studied.  In  this  case,  being  able  to  provide  first-­‐hand  information  
and  experiences  of  a  social  and  cultural  phenomenon  (Hammersley  &  Atkinson,  2007),  
ethnography   is   deemed   productive   for   a   more   ‘grounded’   understanding.   On   the  
other   hand,   ethnography,   which   can   capture   the   intricacy   of   social   and   cultural  
phenomena   through   the   rich   and   multiple-­‐sourced   data   in   a   natural   setting  
(Hammersley  &  Atkinson,  2007;  O’Reilly,  2012),  may  also  be  fruitful  in  acquiring  the  
in-­‐depth   understanding   of   hitchhiking   travel   as   a   gendered   and   sexualised  
phenomenon  this  research  aims  at.  
  
5.3.1  Multi-­‐sited  Ethnography     
  
Multi-­‐sited   ethnography,   in   Marcus’s   agenda-­‐setting   essay   (1995),   refers   to   as   a  
“mode  of  ethnographic  research  self-­‐consciously  embedded  in  a  world  system”  that  
“moves  out   from  the  single  sites  and   local  situations  of  conventional  ethnographic  
research   designs   to   examine   the   circulation   of   cultural   meanings,   objects,   and  
identities  in  diffuse  time-­‐space”  (p.96).  Multi-­‐sited  fieldwork,  or  at  least  a  multi-­‐sited  
imaginary   (Marcus,   1999),   then,   is   largely   a   response   to   an   increasingly   globalised  
world,  in  which  the  traditional  single-­‐sited  ethnography  featuring  a  prolonged  period  
in  a   certain   field-­‐site  of   choice   is   claimed   to  be   insufficient  and  ethnographers  are  
urged  to  “rethink  basic  ideas  about  locality,  place,  space,  and  time”  (O’Reilly,  2009,  
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p.145).  However,  the  proliferation  of  multi-­‐sited  ethnography  is  not  without  anxiety  
reactions   (Falzon,   2016;   Marcus,   2011).   One   concern   is   that   the   dilution   of  
ethnographic   practices   may   endanger   the   Malinowskian   ethos   of   ethnographic  
fieldworks  as  focused,  sustained  and  intensive  practices,  hence  attenuating  the  depth,  
or   in   Geertz’s   (1973)   words   ‘thick   description’,   valuably   offered   by   conventional  
ethnography   (Falzon,  2016).   In   responding   to   this   charge  of   ‘lack  of   depth’,   Falzon  
(2016)  noted  the  sense  that,  as  to  a  certain  degree  implicated  in  the  notion  of  ‘time-­‐
space  compression’,  “space  and  time  are  methodologically  interchangeable”  (p.8).  As  
time  is  often  considered  to  enable  ethnographer  to  achieve  depth  (an  ethnography  is  
featured  by  a  prolonged  period  time  in  the  field),  space  may  do  the  same.  Referring  
back  to  the   importance  of  participant  observation  noted  by  Malinowski,  he  argued  
that  “[i]f  our  object  is  mobile  and/or  spatially  dispersed,  being  likewise  surely  becomes  
a  form  of  participant  observation”,  and  “if  conventional  depth  is  hard  to  come  by  in  
unsettled   circumstances,   that   is   probably   as   things   should   be,   in   the   sense   that   it  
represents  the  way  our  people  themselves  experience  the  world”  (Falzon,  2016,  p.9).     
  
In   this   sense,   the   notion   of   ‘multi-­‐sitedness’   may   provide   opportunities   for   us   to  
explore   the   unprecedentedly   growing   mobility   of   people,   objects,   images,   and  
information   that   have   characterised   our   late   modern   world   where   borders   and  
boundaries  have  become  porous  (Bauman,  2000;  Sheller  &  Urry,  2006;  Urry,  2000).  
Büscher  and  Urry  (2009)  hence  (re)appropriated  multi-­‐sited  ethnography,  particularly  
the  technique  of  ‘following  the  people’  (Marcus,  1995),  as  a  mobile  method  that  can  
observe  not  only  people’s  movement  but  also  the  people’s  intermittent  “face-­‐to-­‐face  
relationships  with  other  people,  with  places,  and  with  events”   involved   in  mobility  
(p.104,  some  even  argued  for  a   ‘mobile  ethnography’  to  overcome  the  global/local  
dichotomy  embedded   in   the  Marcus’  notion  of   ‘multi-­‐sitedness’,   see,   for  example,  
Blok,  2010).  This  mobile  method  has  been  used   in  studies  of  mobilities   (e.g.  Roy  &  
Hannam,   2013),   including   tourism  mobilities   (e.g.   Diekmann   &   Hannam,   2012)   as  
tourism  is  no  longer  “an  isolated  ‘exotic  island’  but  a  significant  set  of  relations  that  
have   formed   global   networks”   (Larsen,   Urry   and   Axhausen   2007,   p.244).   Mobile  
methods  have  enabled  researchers  to  capture  a  picture  of  the  mobilities  practices  and  
experience  (e.g.  Jensen,  Scarles  &  Cohen,  2015;  Johnson,  2010;  Molz,  2013;  Tucker,  
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2007;  Watts,   2007),   which   had   been   largely   neglected   in   tourism   research.   In   the  
research   of   hitchhiking,   some   researchers,   although   not   necessarily   engaging   in  
ethnographic  fieldwork,  have  utilised  mobile  methods  (e.g.  Carlson,  1972;  Rinvolucri,  
1974;   Miller,   1973   Mukerji,   1978;   O’Regan,   2012).   Rinvolucri   (1974)   and   Mukerji  
(1978),  for  instance,  appeared  as  lift-­‐givers,  picking  up  hitchhiking  and  interviewing  
them   during   the   lifts;   whereas   Carlson   (1972)   and   O’Regan   (2012)   chose   to  
participated   in  hitchhiking  themselves,  hence  deeply  “immersing  themselves   in  the  
fleeting,   multi-­‐sensory,   distributed,   mobile   and   multiple,   yet   local,   practical   and  
ordered  making  of  social  and  material  realities”  (Büscher  &  Urry,  2009,  p.103-­‐104)  of  
hitchhiking.   Miller   (1973)   conducted   fieldwork   which   included   interviews   with  
hitchhikers   in   multiple   sites,   hanging   out   and   living   with   the   young   vagabonds,  
travelling   the   road   and   picking   up   hitchhikers.   Regardless   the   differences   in   these  
approaches,   they  all   included   to  various  extents  moving  with   the  participants.  The  
mobile  nature  of  hitchhiking  is  well-­‐recognised  in  these  studies.     
  
This  mobile  nature  of  hitchhiking  has  led  to  my  choice  of  multi-­‐sited  ethnography.  In  
this  research,  multi-­‐sited  ethnography  firstly  seemed  to  enable  encounter  with  more  
hitchhiking   travellers   compared   to   spending   most   of   the   time   in   a   single   site,   as  
implicated   in   some   of   the   studies   of   hitchhiking   mentioned   above   where   the  
researchers  travelled  to  look  for  participants  (e.g.  Miller,  1973).  Secondly,  to  employ  
the   technique   of   ‘following   the  people’   (Marcus,  1995),   that   is,   travelling  with   the  
hitchhiking  travellers,   I  could  engage  with  my  participants  deeply   (Falzon,  2016).   In  
particular,  it  provided  the  opportunities  to  be  with  them  in  the  lift-­‐giver’s  car,  which  
is   crucial   for   understanding   the   interplay   of   power,   gender   and   sexuality   in  
hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving.   In   addition,   it   allowed  me   to   investigate   immobilities,  which  
was  not   to   be  neglected   in   the   practice  of  hitchhiking   travel  as  hitchhiking   can  be  
(although  not  necessarily)  far  less  seamless  than  institutionalised  modes  of  mobilities.  
The  kind  of   immobilities   I  was  particularly   interested   in,  however,  were   those   that  
occurred  alongside  with  mobilities,  namely  the  situation  of  being  in  the  lift-­‐giver’s  car,  
in  which  the  hitchhiker  was  simultaneously  mobile  (as  the  car  is  moving)  and  immobile  
(as  he/she  had  to  sit  relatively  still  in  a  small  enclosed  space).  However,  there  were  
 123 
also  challenges  that  I  faced  in  conducting  this  multi-­‐sited  ethnography,  especially  in  
terms  of  the  ‘site(s)’  which  I  attend  to  in  Section  5.4.1.  
  
5.3.2  Autoethnography  
  
Following   Carlson   (1972)   and   O’Regan   (2012),   I   chose   to   appear   in   the   field   as   a  
hitchhiking  traveller.  There  are  practical  reasons  for  this.  For  instance,  although  I  have  
a  driving   license,   I  am  a  relatively   inexperienced  driver.  This  means  that   I  probably  
would  have  to  highly  concentrate  on  the  road  situation  rather  than  interacting  with  
the   hitchhiking   travellers,   which  might   in   turn   have   hindered   the   process   of   data  
collection.   On   a   theoretical   and   ethical   level,   influenced   by   feminist   theories   and  
ethics,  this  research  in  a  way  aligns  with  feminist  ethnography  (Buch  &  Staller,  2013;  
Skeggs,  2001;  Stacey,  1988;  Visweswaran,  2003).  It  displays  “a  sensitivity  to  the  power  
effects  of  the  researcher”  (Skeggs,  2001,  p.437).   If  I  appear  as  a  lift-­‐giver  like  some  
other   researchers   did   (Miller,   1973;  Mukerji,   1978;   Rinvolucri,   1974),   the   relations  
between  my  participants  as  (mainly)  hitchhiking  travellers  and  I  as  the  lift-­‐giver,  are  
inevitably  entangled  with  the  complex  power  relations  between  the  hitchhiker  and  
the  lift-­‐giver  as  discussed  in  Chapter  2.  By  appearing  as  a  hitchhiking  traveller,  I  could  
arguably  obtain  a  similar  position  and  hence  relatively  equal  power  relations  with  the  
(main)  participants  during  interaction  (although  this  is  by  no  means  a  guarantee,  and  
the  relations  between  the  researcher  and  the  participants  are   inevitably  entangled  
with  other  relations  that  are  not  as  easily  avoided  /altered  as  the  case  of  the  hitchhiker  
–   life-­‐giver   relation,   e.g.   gender   relations).   Importantly,   to   be   aware   of   the   power  
effects   of   the   researcher   requires   particular   attention   to   reflexivity,   which   is  
imperative  for  a  feminist  ethnography  (Bell,  1993;  Foley,  2010;  Visweswaran,  1997).  
Indeed,  the  significance  of  reflexivity  has  been  gradually  recognised  in  ethnography  in  
general   (e.g.   Coffey,   1999;   Davis,   2008;   Venkatesh,   2013)   and   more   broadly   in  
qualitative   research   (e.g.   Berger,   2015;   Dezin   &   Lincoln,   2005).   However,   In   this  
research,  other  than  utilising  the  self  to  bring  to  light  the  voice  of  the  research  subjects”  
(Venkatesh,   2013,   p.4),   I   also   intend   to   reflect   on  my  own   experiences   of   being   a  
homosexual   male   hitchhiking   traveller   in   order   to   investigate   gender   relations   in  
hitchhiking  travel  through  exploring  the  interplay  of  power,  gender  and  sexuality  (as  
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sexuality  has  been  largely  absent  in  existing  literature  of  hitchhiking)  as  declared  in  
Chapter  1.  This  is  another,  and  the  primary  reason  for  me  to  appear  as  a  hitchhiking  
traveller.  In  this  sense,  this  is  also  an  autoethnography.     
  
‘Autoethnography’  (or  ‘auto-­‐ethnography’)  as  a  term  has  been  used  in  different  ways  
and  has  been  associated  with  various   labels   (Ellis  &  Bochner,  2000;  Reed-­‐Danahay,  
1997;   2001)   which   I   do   not   intend   to   delve   into   here.   The   triadic   definition   of  
autoethnography  provided  by  Ellis  and  colleagues  (Ellis,  2004;  Ellis  &  Bochner,  2000;  
Ellis,  Adams  &  Bochner,  2011)  is  useful:  “Autoethnography  is  an  approach  to  research  
and   writing   that   seeks   to   describe   and   systematically   analyze   (graphy)   personal  
experience  (auto)  in  order  to  understand  cultural  experience  (ethno)”  (Ellis,  Adams  &  
Bochner,  2011,  p.273).  Although  the  kind  of  autoethnography  promoted  by  them  (and  
followers)   (e.g.  Adams  &  Holman  Jones,  2011;  Adams,  Holman  Jones  &  Ellis,  2015;  
Bochner  &  Ellis,  2016;  Ellis,  2004;  Ellis,  Adams  &  Bochner,  2011;  Ellis  &  Bochner,  2000;  
2006;  Holman  Jones,  Adams  &  Ellis,  2013)  have  been  argued  against  to  various  extent  
(I  will   turn   to   this   shortly),   this  definition   seem  to  capture   the  general   features  of  
autoethnography:  it  resembles  ethnography  in  that  it  follows  “a  similar  ethnographic  
research   process”   (the   fieldwork),   and   that   it   aims   at   “achiev[ing]   cultural  
understanding   through   analysis   and   interpretation”;   whereas   it   differs   from  
ethnography  in  that  it  uses  personal  experiences  as  primary  data  (Chang,  2008,  p.48-­‐
49).  The  ‘crisis  of  representation’  induced  by  the  postmodern  turn  (Denzin  &  Lincoln,  
2005)   has   led   to   the   increasing   recognition   of   the   role   of   the   researcher   in   doing  
research  and  relatedly  the  untenability  of  an  absolute  objective  stance  (this  is  partly  
implicated  through  the  growing  interests  in  reflexivity  in  ethnography  and  qualitative  
research),   especially   in   ethnographic   inquiry  which   conventionally   studies   ‘others’.  
Thus,   “autoethnography   is   one   of   the   approaches   that   acknowledge   and  
accommodate  subjectivity,  emotionality,  and  the  researcher’s  influence  on  research,  
rather  than  hiding  from  these  matters  or  assuming  they  don’t  exist”  (Ellis,  Adams  &  
Bochner,  2011,  p.274,  also  see  Adams,  Holman  Jones  &  Ellis,  2015;  Ellis  &  Bochner,  
2000;   Holman   Jones,   Adams   &   Ellis,   2013).   Those   scholars   who   turn   to  
autoethnography   to   overcome   the   representational   problems,   as   noted   by   Ellis,  
Adams  and  Bochner  (2011),  challenge  the  “canonical  ideas  about  what  research  is  and  
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how   research   should   be   done”,   through   particularly   “producing   meaningful,  
accessible,   and  evocative   research  grounded   in   personal  experience,   research   that  
would   sensitize   readers   to   issues   of   identity   politics,   to   experiences   shrouded   in  
silence,  and  to  forms  of  representation  that  deepen  our  capacity  to  emphasize  with  
people  who  are  different  from  us”  (p.274).     
  
Nevertheless,   it   is   pointed   out   that   insofar   as   the   ethnographer   self   is   inevitably  
implicated   in   the   process   of   ethnography,   ethnography   is   always   to   some   extent  
autoethnographic   (Coffey,   1999),   and   it   is   concerned   that   the   kind   of  
autoethnography  aligning   to  postmodern   sensibilities  may  have   implicitly  assumed  
that  self-­‐transformation,  rather  than  cultural  understanding,  is  the  main  outcome  of  
ethnographic   inquiry   (Atkinson,  2006).  Anderson  (2006)  has  been  concerned  about  
that  advocacy  of  the  so-­‐called   ‘evocative  ethnography’  born  out  of  postmodernism  
(Adams  &  Holman  Jones,  2011;  Ellis,  2004;  Ellis,  Adams  &  Bochner,  2011;  Bochner  &  
Ellis,  2016;  Ellis  &  Bochner,  2000;  2006;  Holman  Jones,  Adams  &  Ellis,  2013)  “may  have  
the  unintended  consequence  of  eclipsing  other  visions  of  what  autoethnography  can  
be  and  of  obscuring  the  ways  in  which  it  may  fit  productively  in  other  traditions  of  
social   inquiry”   (2008).  He  promoted  analytic  autoethnography   as  an  alternative   to  
evocative  autoethnography,  and  it  is  the  principles  of  analytic  autoethnography  (see  
Anderson,  2006,  p.378)  that  I  followed  in  this  research:  (1)  complete  member  research  
(CMR)   status   (I   became   a   complete   member   of   the   social   group   of   hitchhiking  
travellers  through  hitchhiking  extensively,  with  other  hitchhiking  travellers  or  on  my  
own;  see  Section  5.4.2),  (2)  analytic  reflexivity  (I  was  utterly  aware  of,  and  constantly  
introspected  on  my  relationships  with  the  field  and  my  participants,  see  Section  5.4.1  
&   Section   5.4.2,   but   also   sparingly   in   Chapter   6   –   8),   (3)   narrative   visibility   of   the  
researcher’s   self   (my  experiences  as  a  homosexual  hitchhiking  traveller   is  explicitly  
presented  in  Chapter  8),  (4)  dialogue  with  informants  beyond  the  self  (I  have  not  only  
interviewed   hitchhiking   travellers   but   also   extensively   communicated  with   various  
people  I  met  in  the  field  beside  the  interviewees;  my  own  experiences  and  reflection  
were  treated  as  relational  to  those  of  others,  see  Section  5.4.2  and  Chapter  6  –  8),  and  
(5)   commitment   to   theoretical   analysis   (my  personal  experiences  were   interpreted  
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through  theoretical  lens  as  a  way  to  understand  and  make  sense  of  the  social  world  
without  generalising  my  own  experience,  see  particularly  Chapter  8).  
  
Perhaps  it  is  necessary  to  further  clarify  my  preference  of  analytic  autoethnography  
over  evocative  autoethnography,  as   it  may   seem  odd   that   I  did  not  embark  on  an  
evocative   autoethnography   considering   that   I   shared   with   it   the   postmodern  
sensibilities  (as  a  result  of  my  theoretical  choice).  Unlike  Atkinson  (2006)  and  some  
other  researchers  that  argued  against  evocative  ethnography  (e.g.  Delamont,  2007),  I  
do  not  see  evocative  ethnography  as  self-­‐absorbed  or  narcissistic.  Indeed,  I  tend  to  
agree   that   (evocative)   autoethnography   served   well   as   a   powerful   tool   to   disrupt  
norms  of  research  practice  and  representation,  among  other  of  its  purposes  (Holman  
Jones,  Adams  &  Ellis,  2013).  This  disruptive  power  of  autoethnography  fits  well  with  
queer  theory  which  ‘advocates  a  similar  sensibility  in  its  attempt  to  disrupt  traditional  
and  dominant  ideas  about  what  passes  as  “normal”  in  a  variety  of  contexts’  (Adams  &  
Holman   Jones,   2011,   p.110).   Holman   Jones   and   Adams   (2010)   argued   that   queer  
theory  “steer  clear  of  categorical  hang-­‐ups  and  linguistic  baggage,  conceives  identity  
as   a   relational   achievement   (thus   removing   identity   from   essentialist   and  
constructionist  debates)  and  commit  itself  to  a  politics  of  change”  (Holman  Jones  &  
Adams,  2010;  p.204),  and  autoethnography  is  associated  with  these  characteristics  of  
queer   theory   in   that   it   allows   the   documentation   of   a   perpetual   journey   of   self-­‐
understanding,   recognises   the   multiplicity   and   instability   of   identities   across   all  
interactions  (in  the  process  of  research),  and  attempts,  intentionally  and  politically,  to  
make  ideological  and  discursive  trouble  (p.206-­‐210).  Whilst  I  sympathise  with  these  
connections   between   queer   theory   and   autoethnography,   I   tend   to   agree   with  
Anderson’s   (2006)   concern   that   the   (over)emphasis   on   evocative   writing   in  
autoethnography  may  inadvertently  foreclose  the  possibility  of  non-­‐evocative  or  less  
evocative  ethnography  in  doing  at  least  some  of  the  things  that  evocative  ethnography  
is  set  to  achieve.  In  particular,  it  seemed  to  me  that  evocative  writing  is  not  necessarily  
indispensable  for  an  autoethnography  to  be  queer.  For  instance,  aligning  with  analytic  
autoethnography,   I   have   also   arrived   at   the  multiplicity   and   instability   of  my   own  
identities  as  a  gay  man  (see  Chapter  8).  Further,  I  am  sceptical  about  the  necessity  of  
presenting  the  autoethnography  “us[ing]  conventions  of  storytelling  such  as  character,  
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scene,   and   plot   development”   (Ellis,   Adams  &   Bochner,   2011,   p.276),   as   this  may  
render  it  less  accessible  for  those  has  not  been  trained  in  literary  skills  (especially  for  
non-­‐native  speakers)  such  as  myself  (see  Section  5.5).  On  the  other  hand,  the  analytic  
autoethnography  proposed  by  Anderson  (2006,  but  also  Chang,  2008)   is  consistent  
with  the  traditional  ethnography,  hence  was  more  appealing  to  me  from  a  practical  
perspective  (as  it  is  more  familiar  to  me),  although  appeared  to  be  less  revolutionary  
from  a  paradigmatic  perspective.     
  
5.4  The  Fieldwork  
  
In  ethnographic  inquiry,  research  design  could  be  seen  as  “an  idealized  blueprint  or  
road  map  that  helps  the  ethnography  conceptualize  how  each  step  will  follow  the  one  
before   to   build   knowledge   and   understanding”,   and   fieldwork   is   the   key   to   any  
ethnographic   research   design   as   it   “shapes   the   design   of   all   ethnographic   work”  
(Fetterman,   2010,   p.7-­‐8).   However,   the   fieldwork   should   be   adequately   flexible   as  
much  as  it  should  be  carefully  planned,  because  the  task  of  ethnography  is  usually  an  
exploratory  and  open-­‐ended  one  (Hammersley  &  Atkinson,  2007).  As  such,  whilst  the  
fieldwork  was  planned,   I   remained  open   to  alteration  during   carrying  out   the   field  
research.  In  this  section,  I  document  two  aspects  of  the  fieldwork:  choosing  the  ‘sites’  
for  conducting  the  fieldwork  and  collecting  data  in  the  field.     
  
5.4.1  The  ‘Sites’  
  
Choosing  the  ‘site(s)’  is  one  of  the  most  important  decisions  to  make  in  ethnographic  
inquiry.  As  I  mentioned  in  Chapter  5,  so  far  little  research  about  hitchhiking  travel  in  
China   has   been   conducted,   let   alone   ethnographic   research.   This  means   that   it   is  
impossible  to  rely  on  previous  research  to  inform  this  research  in  regard  to  making  
decisions   about   the   field-­‐site(s).   As   such,   the   choice   of   sites   can   only   rely   on  
information   from  non-­‐academia.   I   chose   the   ‘sites’   for   this   research   based   on   the  
extensive   information   about   hitchhiking   travel   in   China   I   came   across   online.   In  
particular,   I  noticed  that  a   large  amount  of  travellers  had  conducted  or  planned  to  
conduct   their  hitchhiking   travel  mainly   in  western  China,  especially   the   five   routes  
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connecting   Tibet   and   other   parts   of   China   including   South   Sichuan   –   Tibet   Route,  
North   Sichuan   –   Tibet   Route,   Yunnan   –   Tibet   Route,   Qinghai   –   Tibet   Route   and  
Xingjiang  –  Tibet  Route.  The  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route   seemed   to  be  particular  
popular  for  hitchhiking  travel  (Deng,  2017).  Therefore,  I  chose  this  route  as  where  I  
would  conduct  fieldwork.  The  initial  plan  was  to  travel  back  and  forth  on  this  route  
with  various  hitchhiking  travellers.  However,  sometime  before  I  went  into  the  field  I  
was  introduced  to  the  owners  of  a  hostel  in  a  town  on  the  route  called  Litang.  The  
owners  were  looking  for  volunteers1   and  I  decided  to  volunteer  in  that  hostel  for  a  
month  before  starting  to  follow  hitchhiking  travellers.  As  I  had  not  travelled  on  the  
South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  before,  volunteering   in  a  hostel  seemed  to  be  a  good  
place  to  start,  because   I  could  acquire  abundant   information  about  the  route  (and  
about   the   travellers   including   hitchhiking   travellers   on   the   route)   from   the   hostel  
owners  on  the  one  hand,  and  may  be  able  to  intercept  hitchhiking  travellers  (as  some  
of  them  might  stay  in  the  hostel)  on  the  other.  An  overview  of  the  fieldwork  will  be  
presented  in  Section  5.4.2.  Here  let  me  first  briefly  introduce  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  
Route.  
  
The  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route   is  mostly   regarded  as   the  highway   that   connects  
Chengdu   of   Sichuan   and   Lhasa   of   Tibet,   passing   various   cities/towns/villages   in  
Sichuan  Province  and  Tibet  Autonomous  Region  in  China  (Figure  5-­‐1,  white  dots  are  
some  of  the  cities/towns/villages  on  the  route.  From  east  to  west  they  are:  Chengdu,  
Ya’an,  Luding,  Kangding,  Xinduqiao,  Yangjiang,  Litang,  Batang,  Mangkang,  Zuogong,  
Bangda,  Basu,  Ranwu,  Bomi,  Lulang,  Linzhi,  Gongbujiangda,  and  Lhasa).  It  is  a  section  
of  the  G318  National  Highway,  which  begins  from  Shanghai  on  the  east  and  ends  at  
Shigatse  of  Tibet  on  the  West  (Figure  5-­‐2,  the  route  from  A  to  B  is  the  South  Sichuan  
–  Tibet  Route  from  Chengdu  to  Lhasa,  the  markers  indicate  the  locations  of  Shanghai  
and   Shigatse   respectively).   The   South   Sichuan   –   Tibet   Route   is   just   over   2,000  
kilometers  with   fluctuating   altitude/height   (Figure   5-­‐3,   produced   by  me   based   on  
                                            
1   Volunteering   in   hostels   is   like  working   holidays.   It   is   basically   working   in   exchange   for   food   and  
accommodation.   In   China   it   is   not   uncommon   for   hostels   to   recruit   such   volunteers,   and   such  
volunteering  is  quite  popular  among  young  people,  especially  college  students.     
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information   on   a   travel   pamphlet).   The   construction   (as   well   as  maintenance   and  
improvement)  of   this   route  plays  an   important   role   in  economic  development  and  
social   stability   in   Tibet   in   general   and   has   significantly   contributed   to   tourism  
development  in  the  regions  it  traverses  (Sun  &  Wang,  2017).  On  the  one  hand,  as  it  
runs   across,   hence   connecting,   some   unique   natural   and   cultural   landscapes   that  
attracts  an  increasing  number  of  tourists  (Arlt  &  Xu,  2009;  Shepherd,  2009;  Chinese  
National  Geography,  2006),  it  has  widely  recognised  as  a  tourism  itinerary,  or  indeed  
become  a  tourist  attraction  in  its  own  right.  Numerous  information  of  travelling  this  
route  can  be  readily  found  online.  On  the  other  hand,  the  growth  in  tourism  resulted  
in  the  establishment  of  tourist  infrastructures  such  as  accommodation  on  this  route  
(e.g.  Lan  &  Zhang,  2015),  which  in  turn  may  lead  to  greater  expansion  of  tourism.  As  
the   road   condition   has   been   improved   and   tourism   infrastructure   emerging,   the  
modes  of   independent  travel  on  this  route  have  also  diversified.  Travellers   journey  
this  route  by  driving,  motor-­‐biking,  cycling  and  hiking  in  addition  to  hitchhiking  (e.g.  
Deng,  2017;  Chen  et  al.,  2016;  Hu,  Li  &  Luo,  2015;  Tan,  2013).  
  
  
Figure  5-­‐1  The  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route     
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Figure  5-­‐2  The  section  of  G318  from  Chengdu  to  Lhasa     
  
  
  
Figure  5-­‐3  Altitude/Height  of  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  
  
  
Initially  I  understood  following  the  people,  or  specifically  the  hitchhiking  travellers  on  
the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  as  ‘multi-­‐sitedness’,  since  in  general  the  hitchhiking  
travellers  and  I  as  the  fieldworker  were  likely  to  travel  between  and  stay  in  the  various  
cities/towns/villages  on  this  route.  In  this  case,  the  cities/towns/villages  on  the  South  
Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  could  be  viewed  as  the  ‘multiple  sites’.  Such  an  understanding,  
of  course,  can  be  subject  to  critique  from  researchers  such  as  Hage  (2005)  who  argued  
that  a  notion  of  a  single  geographically  discontinuous  site  is  more  helpful  than  that  of  
‘multi-­‐sitedness’   in  understanding  a  culture  whose  members  are   located,  or   in  this  
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research  move  between,  geographically  non-­‐contiguous  spaces.  In  this  sense,  instead  
of  viewing  the  cities/towns/villages  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  as  multiple  
sites,  it  is  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  that  should  be  conceptualised  as  a  single  
site   that   is   geographically   non-­‐contiguous   (or   indeed   contiguous   as   the   route   is   a  
continuous  locale).  Hage’s  (2005)  critiques  seem  to  be  apt,  at  least  for  this  research,  
as  in  the  limited  time  (the  fieldwork  lasted  3  months  and  a  half,  see  Section  5.4.2)  that  
I  had  for  conducting  the  fieldwork  my  treatment  of  each  of  the  cities/towns/villages  
were   likely   to   appear   as   superficial,   which   however   was   unlikely   to   prevent   the  
acquisition  of  depth  of  hitchhiking  travel  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  as  a  single  
site.  Nevertheless,  ‘multi-­‐sitedness’,  as  Hovland  (2011)  claimed,  does  not  necessarily  
or   indeed  should  not  designate  a  collection  of  the  perspectives   from  multiple  sites  
(which  seems  to  be  how  Hage  understood  ‘multi-­‐sitedness’);  it  is  rather  a  notion  that  
forces  us  to  rethink  what  a  ‘site’  is  in  ethnography.  In  this  sense,  I  disagree  with  Hage’s  
view  on  the  notion  of  ‘multi-­‐sitedness’.  However,  I  think  the  need  for  boundedness  in  
ethnographic   fieldwork   implicated   in   Hage’s   (2005)   notion   of   the   ‘single  
geographically  discontinuous  site’  is  valuable  in  practice.  
  
Multi-­‐sited   ethnography   advocates   an   open-­‐endedness   (see   Amit,   2000).   This   is  
particularly   implicated   in   its   emphasis   on   following   the   people,   the   thing,   the  
metaphor  etc.  (Marcus,  1995),  in  which  case  the  “‘sites’  are  no  longer  the  preliminary  
limits   set   by   the   researcher”   but   is   constructed   by   the   very   following   during   the  
fieldwork   (Candea,   2007,   p.171).   This   notion   of   ‘open-­‐endedness’   was   taken   into  
serious  consideration  when  I  designed  my  fieldwork  (and  even  at  the  beginning  of  my  
fieldwork).  Geographically,  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  is  by  no  means  isolated,  
as  it  inevitably  stretches  out  and  joins  the  complicated  road  network  (indeed,  it  partly  
overlaps  with  two  other  routes  to  Tibet,  namely  the  North  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  and  
the  Yunnan  –  Tibet  Route,  respectively).  Insofar  as  the  hitchhiking  traveller  may  travel  
beyond  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  in(to)  the  complicated  road  network  (or  even  
other  transport  networks),  following  the  hitchhiking  travellers  in  theory  may  lead  me  
to  numerous  ‘sites’  (provided  that  the  ‘sites’  were  seen  as  the  cities/towns/villages  on  
the  route  as  in  my  initial  imagination  of  the  field).  I  was  ready  to  let  the  hitchhiking  
travellers  lead  me  to  these  unexpected  areas.  However,  this  ‘open-­‐endedness’  led  to  
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constant  indeterminacy  (Candea,  2007)  during  the  fieldwork  as  I  began  to  follow  the  
hitchhiking   travellers:   How   far/long   (or   to   how  many   ‘sites’)   should   I   follow   each  
hitchhiking  traveller  or  each  pair/group  of  hitchhiking  travellers?  How  long  should  I  
stay  in  each  ‘site’,  or  rather  how  long  is  too  long  for  me  to  stay  in  a  single  ‘site’  (as  this  
research  focuses  more  on  the  ‘travelling’  on  the  road  than  on  ‘staying’  in  the  so-­‐called  
‘sites’)?  How  many  hitchhiking  travellers  should  I  follow  during  the  fieldwork?  Things  
became  even  more  complicated  when  the  autoethnographic  elements  are  taken  into  
account:  Should  I  travel  if  I  do  not  have  a  hitchhiking  traveller  to  follow?  Where  is  the  
line   between   following   the   hitchhiking   travellers   and   travelling   as   a   hitchhiking  
traveller,  as  if  I  myself  am  to  be  considered  as  a  hitchhiking  traveller  my  own  decisions  
during  the  journey  should  be  seen  as  important  as  those  of  the  hitchhiking  travellers  
that   I   am   following.   For   instance,   if   the   participant   that   I   am   following   decide   to  
hitchhike   to   somewhere   that   I  do  not   plan   to  go,   should   I   compromise  and   follow  
him/her?  Am  I  allowed  to  have  my  own  plan  anyway?      Shouldn’t  I  be  open  to  be  led  
to  unexpected  areas  by  my  participants?  
  
I  tend  to  agree  with  Candea  (2007)  that  although  these  questions  arose  during  the  
fieldwork  could  not  be  solely  attributed  to  the  choice  of  multi-­‐sited  ethnography  (as  
indeterminacy   is   likely   to   occur   in   ethnographic   inquiry,   or   indeed   any   kind   of  
research),  they  are  not  addressed  or  even  exacerbated  in  multi-­‐sited  imaginary.  As  he  
stated,  “to  be  explicitly  about  the  necessity  of  leaving  certain  things  ‘out  of  bound’  
would  alleviate  this  predicament,  by  turning  what  feels  like  an  illicit  incompleteness  
into  an  actual  methodological  decision,  one  which  the  ethnographer  reflects  upon  and  
takes  responsibility  for”  (Candea,  2007,  p.174).  As  choices  such  as  those  regarding  the  
abovementioned  issues  were  almost  ubiquitous  during  the  fieldwork,  and  needed  to  
be  made   for   the   fieldwork   to  make  any  progress  at  all,   I   found  myself   in   constant  
uncertainty  about  whether  I  had  made  the  ‘right’  choices.  Let  me  give  two  examples.  
First,   during   the   fieldwork,   I   had,   sometimes   without   knowing   it   myself,   largely  
restricted  myself  from  travelling  beyond  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route.  When  I  was  
in  Lhasa,  for  instance,  I  was  introduced  to  a  girl  who  was  looking  for  a  companion  to  
hitchhike  the  Xingjiang  –  Tibet  Route.  I  struggled  for  some  time  before  I  finally  decided  
not  to  go  with  her,  as  after  I  travelled  along  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  all  the  
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way  to  Lhasa  I  was  confident  that  on  this  route  I  would  find  adequate  participants.  It  
was  supported  by  my  experience  and  by  information  provided  by  people  I  met  on  this  
route  that  it  is  indeed  a  popular  route  for  hitchhiking  travel,  whereas  a  journey  on  the  
Xinjiang  –  Tibet  Route   is   filled  with  uncertainty,  although  of  course  the  uncertainty  
also  had  a  positive  side  –  I  might  have  acquired  some  unexpected  understanding  about  
hitchhiking  that  was  not  easily  acquired  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  (for  the  
value  of  unexpected  moments  see  for  instance  Tonnaer,  2012).  For  instance,  I  heard  
repeatedly  that  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  had  become  well-­‐trodden  nowadays  and  
it  was  mostly  novices  that  hitchhiked  on  this  route.  The  idea  that  my  participants  only  
include   novice   hitchhiking   travellers   continued   to   trouble   me   and   this   decision  
haunted  me  as  an  opportunity  possibly  missed,  although  this  turned  out  not  to  be  the  
case.     
  
Another   example   was   my   decision   to   stayed   in   Litang   instead   of   continuing   to  
hitchhike   or   follow   hitchhiking   travellers   after   I   returned   there   at   a   later   stage  
(although  I  did  hitchhike  one  last  time  when  I  left  the  field  from  Litang,  see  Section  
5.4.2).  I  made  the  decision  mainly  because,  as  Hage  (2005)  pointed  out,  the  body  of  
the  fieldworker  “simply  cannot  cope  with  such  fast  and  intensive  travelling  for  a  very  
lengthy  period  of  time”  (p.465).  I  found  that  following  the  hitchhiking  travellers  was  
physically  and  mentally  demanding.  Hitchhiking  travel  could  be  (and  was  at  least  in  
my   case)   a   laborious   undertaking   itself,   and   as  a   field   researcher   I   also   needed   to  
constantly  pay  attention  to  the  smallest  incidents  (especially  when  in  the  lift-­‐giver’s  
car)  and  catching  up  with  fieldnotes  within  no  more  than  a  few  days  (in  order  for  an  
adequately  detailed  record  of  what  happened).  The  predicament  was  that  the  days  
that  I  followed  hitchhiking  travellers  (or  hitchhiked  on  my  own)  were  the  days  that  
had  most  information  to  be  noted  down  but  were  also  the  days  that  I  had  least  time  
and   energy   to   make   the   notes.   Furthermore,   although   there   were   plenty   of  
opportunities   for   casual   conversation   with   the   participants   (which   required   note-­‐
taking),  interviews  were  much  less  possible  as  the  participants  often  needed  to  rest  
and  relax  after  a  day’s  hitchhiking.  Indeed,  most  of  the  interviews  took  place  (either  
face-­‐to-­‐face  or  through  voice  call)  during  my  stay  in  Lhasa  and  my  later  stay  in  Litang  
(two  of  the  longer  stays  that  I  had  during  the  fieldwork),  as  well  as  after  I  returned  
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from  the  field.  However,  as  justifiable  as  this  decision  of  ‘staying’  was,  the  feeling  of  
‘missing  out’  and  ‘not  doing  enough’  persisted  (for  more  details  about  note-­‐taking  and  
interviews  see  Section  5.4.2).     
  
What   I   hope   to   highlight   in   these   two   instances   is   that   I   had,   through  making   the  
choices  that  I  had  to  make,  inadvertently  bounded  my  field-­‐site  (the  South  Sichuan  –  
Tibet  Route  in  the  first  instance  and  Litang  in  the  second).  This  may  seem  rather  ironic  
considering  that  I  set  off  to  the  field  with  ‘open-­‐endedness’  in  mind.  Yet  such  ‘self-­‐
imposed   limitations’   (Candea,   2007)  were   key   to   the   progress   of  my   fieldwork.   In  
hindsight,  I  noticed  that  by  placing  myself  in  a  bounded  site,  be  it  the  South  Sichuan  –  
Tibet  Route  or  Litang,  I  was  not  stopped  from  learning  about  what  is  ‘outside’  the  site.  
Candea   (2007)   charged   multi-­‐sited   imaginary   as   introducing   a   new   holism   by  
presupposing   “a   totality   ‘out   there’”,   the   investigation  of  which   is  hindered  by   the  
bounded  site.  Instead,  he  proposed  that  the  bounded  site,  rethought  as  an  arbitrary  
location  –  that  is,  “the  actually  existing  instance,  whose  messiness,  contingency,  and  
lack  of  overarching  coherence  or  meaning  serve  as  a  ‘control’  for  a  broader  abstract  
object   of   study”   (p.   180),   can   defer   closure   by   explicitly   being   a   “‘partial’   and  
incomplete  window  onto  complexity”  (p.167).  Like  Candea  (2007),  I  am  not  arguing  
for  a  return  to  the  conceptualisation  of  fieldwork  that  understands  the  field-­‐site  as  a  
naturally   bounded   entity   –   the   critiques   of   this   conceptualisation   from  multi-­‐sited  
ethnography   should   be   unreservedly   celebrated.   In   addition,   the   techniques   of  
‘following’   is  greatly  beneficial   in  my   research.  Nevertheless,   rather   than  being   led  
indefinitely  by   the  people   (or  object,  metaphor   etc.)   to   the   indefinitely  open   field,  
attention   needs   to   be   paid   to   “the   process   of   bounding,   selection,   and   choice   –  
processes  which  any  ethnographer  has  to  undergo  to  reduce  the  initial  indeterminacy  
of  field  experience  into  a  meaningful  account”  (Candea,  2007,  p.169).     
  
5.4.2  Data  Collection:  Participant  Observation  and  Interviews  
  
In  ethnography,  there  are  a  variety  of  methods  of  data  collection,  including  participant  
observation,   interviews,   collecting   documents   and   material   artifacts,   and   visual  
methods   (Fetterman,   2010;   Hammersley   &   Atkinson,   2007;   O’Reilly,   2012).   This  
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research  used  participant  observation  and  interviews.  In  this  sub-­‐section,  I  provide  an  
overview  of  the  fieldwork,  particularly  in  regard  to  these  methods  that  I  used  to  collect  
data.  Table  5-­‐1  is  a  summary  of  the  fieldwork.  The  fieldwork  was  conducted  (mostly)  
on  the  South  –  Sichuan  Tibet  Route,  and  I  began  the  fieldwork  with  volunteering  in  
the  hostel  in  Litang  for  a  month  as  mentioned  in  Section  5.4.1  (S1;  see  Table  5-­‐1).  Then  
I  travelled  back  to  Chengdu  and  stayed  there  for  9  days  looking  for  travel  companions  
before  embarking  on  hitchhiking  travel  (S2).  S4  and  S6  were  two  relatively  long  stays,  
in   Lhasa   (S4)   and   Litang   (S6)   respectively,  whereas   during   S3,   S5   and   S7   could   be  
considered  as  the  stages  that  I  was  ‘on  the  move’  (highlighted  in  yellow  colour  in  the  
table).  In  S3  (Figure  5-­‐4),  I  travelled  from  Chengdu  (location  A  in  the  map)  to  Lhasa  (J)  
with  stops  at  Kangding  (B),  Xinduqiao  (C),  Litang  (D),  Mangkang  (E),  Bangda  (F),  Bomi  
(G),  Lulang  (H)  and  Linzhi  (I).  S5  is  my  journey  from  Lhasa  back  to  Litang  (Figure  5-­‐5).  I  
first   travelled   to  Mangkang   (D),   stopping  at   Linzhi   (B)  and  Bomi   (C).   Then   I   took  a  
detour  along  the  Yunnan  –  Tibet  Route  to  Shangri-­‐la2   (E),  from  where  I  proceeded  to  
Daocheng  (F)  before  I  finally  arrived  in  Litang  (G).  Lastly,  I  left  the  field  by  heading  back  
to   Chengdu   from   Litang   in   S7   (Figure   5-­‐6).   I   stayed   in   the   mentioned  
cities/towns/villages  at   least  overnight  and  sometimes  spent  a   few  days   in  a  single  
place  to  rest,  to  catch  up  with  my  fieldnotes,  and/or  to  look  for  new  participants  (In  
S7,  I  travelled  from  Litang  to  Chengdu  in  a  single  day  without  stopping  overnight  at  
any  city/town/village  in-­‐between).  The  journeys  in  these  three  stages  were  finished  
mainly  by  hitchhiking,  alone  or  with  companions,  20  vehicles  in  total  (14  in  S3,  5  in  S5  
and  1  in  S7),  with  a  few  occasions  where  I  took  coaches.     
  
  
  
  
  
  
                                            
2   Shangri-­‐La’  first  appeared  as  the  name  of  a  fictional  place  in  James  Hilton’s  novel  Lost  Horizon  (1933).  This  
name  was  later  claimed  by  Zhongdian,  a  county  in  Yunnan,  China  which  considered  as  one  of  the  places  that  have  
possibly  inspired  Hilton’s  description  of  Shangri-­‐La.  
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Stage   Duration   Location(s)  &  Activities  
S1   7th  May  –  
6th  June  
Volunteering  in  a  hostel  in  Litang,     
S2   7th  June  –  
15th  June  
Travelling  back  to  Chengdu  by  coach;  resting  &  looking  for  
travel  companions  (participants)  in  Chengdu  
S3   16th  June  
–  2nd  July  
Travelling  from  Chengdu  to  Lhasa     
S4   3rd  July–  
15th  July  
Resting  &  looking  for  travel  companions  (participants)  in  
Lhasa;  interviewing  
S5   16th  July  –  
24  July  
Travelling  from  Lhasa  to  Litang  
S6   25th  July  –  
13  August  
Resting  &  looking  for  participants  in  Litang;  interviewing  
S7   14th  
August  
Travelling  from  Litang  to  Chengdu  (leaving  the  site)  
  
Table  5-­‐1:  7  Stages  of  My  Fieldwork  
  
  
  
Figure  5-­‐4:  My  Hitchhiking  Journey  from  Chengdu  to  Lhasa  (S3)  
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Figure  5-­‐5:  My  Hitchhiking  Journey  from  Lhasa  to  Litang  (S5)  
  
  
Figure  5-­‐6:  My  Hitchhiking  Journey  From  Litang  to  Chengdu  (S7)  
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In  the  three  journeys,  I  ‘followed’  nine  hitchhiking  travellers  –  that  is,  I  was  at  least  at  
some  points  in  the  lift-­‐giver’s  car  with  them  (some  of  these  hitchhiking  travellers  were  
travelling   together,   hence   was   in   the   same   car).   I   did   not   follow   any   of   these  
hitchhiking  travellers  for  their  entire  journey  (except  for  the  one  I  hitchhiked  with  in  
S7,  as  it  was  a  single  lift  through  the  entire  journey).  Initially  to  ‘follow’  a  hitchhiking  
traveller/hitchhiking  travellers  for  the  entire  journey(s)  was  in  my  consideration  for  
intense  and  focused  observations  and   interactions.  However,   I  grew  to  understand  
that   parting   with   companions   was   actually   a   natural   occurrence   in   hitchhiking  
experiences.   This   also   allowed   me   to   travel   at   my   own   pace   and   provided  
opportunities  to  pay  close  attention  to  self-­‐observation  that  is  equally  important.  It  is  
worth  mentioning  that  my  plan  for  the  fieldwork  was  rudimentary  –  volunteering  in  
the  hostel  for  a  month  and  then  looking  for  hitchhiking  travellers  to  travel  with  –  as  I  
was  expected  to  be  led  by  the  participant  hitchhiking  travellers  as  abovementioned.  
The   fieldwork  was   planned   and   replanned   in   the   field   and  most   of   the   travelling,  
following   and   staying   happened   spontaneously,   often   reflecting   what   I   felt  
comfortable  with  at  the  moment  as  an  individual  –  this  reflects  that  I  was,  and  always  
am,  an  embodied  researcher.        
  
The  fieldwork  lasted  over  3  months  (7th  May  –  14th  August  2017).  Although  this  may  
seem  a  relatively  short  time  for  ethnographic  fieldwork,  the  peak  season  of  hitchhiking  
travel,  at  least  on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  is  from  about  late  June  to  late  August  
because  (1)  the  milder  weather  conditions  during  this  time  of  the  year  in  the  regions  
that  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  runs  across  makes  it  more  suitable  for  hitchhiking  
and  other  ways  of  travel  such  as  cycling  and  hiking  (or  indeed,  travel  in  general);  and  
(2)  it  was  said  that  most  hitchhiking  travellers  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  were  
college  students  and  the  summer  holidays  that  fall  into  July  and  August  allow  them  to  
conduct  the  long-­‐distance  overland  travel  on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route.  This  can  
partly  be  supported  by  the  low  occupancy  in  May  and  the  high  occupancy  in  July  and  
August   in   the   hostel   in   Litang.   In   addition,   for   most   hitchhiking   travellers,   the  
hitchhiking  trip  was  temporary  and  usually  lasted  no  more  than  a  month,  or  even  half  
a  month  (although  some  might  spend  a  relatively  long  time  in  Lhasa  when  they  arrived  
there,  also  note  that  recent  years  have  witnessed  the  emerging  population  of  ‘drifters  
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in  Tibet’,  which  denotes  Han  Chinese  migrating  often  to  Lhasa  to  pursue  an  alternative  
lifestyle,   see   Qian   &   Zhu,   2016;   Zhu   &   Qian,   2015).   As   such,   3   months   on   the  
hitchhiking   route   could   provide  me   adequate   understanding   of   the   phenomenon.  
Another  concern  regarding  the  relatively  short  period  of  the  fieldwork  is  establishing  
rapport,  which   is   often   considered   as   crucial   in   field   research.   In   this   research,   as  
someone  born  and  raised  in  China,  I  can  speak  Mandarin  (the  official  language)  and  
understand  Chinese  culture  in  general.  Thus,  unlike  in  some  traditional  ethnographic  
research,  little  time  was  needed  for  mastering  the  language  and  other  cultural  aspects  
for   the   sake   of   communicating   effectively   with   the   participants.   As   a   regular  
independent  traveller  (although  I  had  not  hitchhiked  before  the  fieldwork),  I  also,  to  
some   extent,   understood   the   culture   of   independent   travel   including   that   of  
backpacking,  which,  as  mentioned  in  Chapter  1,  hitchhiking  travel  is  closely  associated  
with.  Moreover,   it   seemed   that   building   relationships   “based   on  mutual   trust   and  
understanding”   with   (potential)   participants   in   this   research   did   not   necessarily  
require   the   long-­‐term   commitment   that   is   often   said   to   be   crucial   for   developing  
rapport  in  traditional  ethnography  (O’Reilly,  2009).  My  experiences  in  the  field  was  
that  hitchhiking  travellers,  or  indeed  travellers  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  in  
general,  were  usually  willing  to  openly  discuss  travel  experiences,  or  sometimes  even  
very  personal  affairs,  with  each  other.  
  
Participant  Observation  
  
Participant   observation,   as   the   key   method   of   data   collection   in   ethnography  
(Fetterman,  2010),  ran  through  my  fieldwork.  It  requires  the  researcher  to  immerse  in  
the   field  but  meanwhile  avoid  becoming  entirely   ‘native’   to  develop  both  an  emic  
perspective  and  retain  an  etic  one,  to  be  both  ‘inside’  and  ‘outside’  (Crang  &  Cook,  
2007;   Jorgensen,   1989).   It   is   proposed   that   participant   observation   is   within   a  
continuum  from  nonparticipation  (complete  observation)  to  complete  participation  
(Spradley,   1980),   which   is   linked   to   the   role   of   the   ethnographer   being   within   a  
continuum  from  complete  outsider  to  complete  insider  (Gold,  1958;  Jorgensen,  1989).  
In  this  research,  moderate  participation  in  the  middle  of  the  continuum  (Figure  7)  was  
proposed.  This,  however,  rather  than  denoting  a  consistent  degree  of   involvement  
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throughout   the   entire   duration   of   the   fieldwork,   was   an   emphasis   of   the   balance  
between   nonparticipation   and   participation,   between   being   insider   and   being  
outsider  (Spradley,  1980).  It  should  be  noted  that  although  the  autoethnographer  is  
often   a   complete  member   in   the   culture   being   studied,   hence  may   seem   to   be   in  
complete  participation,  “she  or  he   is  also  a  member  and  a  participant   in  the  social  
science   community”.   Hence,   the   autoethnographer   “must   orient   (at   least   for  
significant   periods   of   time)   to   documenting   and   analysing   action   as   well   as   to  
purposively  engaging  in  it”  (Anderson,  2006,  p.380).     
  
  
Figure  5-­‐7:  The  Continuum  and  Types  of  Participation  (adopted  from  Spradley,  1980)  
  
  
Data   collection   in   autoethnography   is   similar   to   participant   observation   in  
ethnography   in   general   “in   that   the   researcher   in   either   study   collects   data   from  
naturally  occurring  environments  while  participating  in  activities”  (Chang,  2008,  p.89).  
The  difference  lies  in  whether  the  focus  is  on  the  life  of  the  ethnographer  self  or  on  
lives  of  others.  Self-­‐observation  and  self-­‐reflection,  therefore,  are  important  methods  
of   data   collection   in   autoethnography   (Chang,   2008).   However,   although  
autoethnography  is  ‘self-­‐centric’  (Chang,  2008),  it  has  been  made  clear  that  it  is  not  
merely  about  understanding  the  self.  It  is  also,  through  the  self,  to  understand  others,  
that   is,   the   culture   or   society   being   studied   (Ellis   &   Bocher,   2000;   Ellis,   Adams   &  
Bochner,  2011).  As  Chang  (2008)  claimed,  whilst  personal  experiences  are  valued  as  
primary   data   in   autoethnography,   these   experiences   have   to   be   “framed   in   the  
context   of   the   bigger   story,   a   story   of   the   society,   to   make   autoethnography  
ethnographic”  (p.49).  In  many  ways,  I  conceive  the  focus  of  this  research  has  indeed  
been  ‘the  bigger  story’  of  hitchhiking  travel  per  se  (rather  than  my  own  hitchhiking  
experiences).   If   autoethnography   is   queer   (Holman   Jones   &   Adams,   2010)   and   if  
‘queer’   is   used   “to   do   particular   things,   to   create   specific   spaces   and   to   open   up  
particular  lines  of  enquiry”  (Browne  &  Nash,  2010,  p.9,),  then  my  intention  was  to  use  
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autoethnography   to   further   the   understanding   of   gender   relations   in   hitchhiking  
travel.  Hence,  it  was  important  to  avoid  too  much  self-­‐indulgence  (which  is  a  pitfall  
that  autoethnographers  should  be  warned  against,  Chang,  2008)  and  to  balance,  or  
rather,  integrate,  self-­‐observation  and  observation  of  others.     
  
Data   collected   by   participant   observation   were   largely   recorded   through   taking  
fieldnotes.  I  adopted  Emerson,  Fretz  and  Shaw’s  (2011)  strategy  of  note-­‐taking  that  
moves  from  mental  notes  (impressions  of  the  ethnographer  of  certain  details  noticed  
in  attending  ongoing  scenes,  events  and  interactions  in  the  field)  to  jotted  notes  (short  
notes  that  records  events  and  impression,  usually  through  key  words,  for  the  purpose  
of  jogging  memory  when  later  the  fieldwork  attempt  to  produce  a  fuller  description,  
i.e.  the  full  fieldnotes),  and  then  to  full  fieldnotes.  The  jotted  notes,  following  Emerson,  
Fretz  and  Shaw  (2011),  were  mostly  taken  at  the  moment  of  or  immediately  following  
the   to-­‐be-­‐remembered   actions   and   dialogues   whereas   the   full   fieldnotes   were   in  
general  written  down  at  the  end  of  each  day  (in  occasions  that  this  was  not  achieved,  
the  ‘missed’  entries  were  added  as  soon  as  possible).  The  fieldnotes  incorporate  the  
observation  of  others  and  that  of  myself,  and  were  written  in  first-­‐person’s  view  to  
embrace  reflexivity  (Coffey,  1999;  Davis,  2008).  Although  Chang  (2008)  advised  that  
in  autoethnography  it  is  useful  to  keep  apart  the  self-­‐observational  data  (the  actual  
behaviour  and  emotions  and  thoughts  occur  in  the  natural  settings  in  the  field)  and  
the  self-­‐reflective  data  (introspection,  self-­‐analysis,  and  self-­‐evaluation)  so  that  the  
descriptive  (objective)  data  from  observation  and  the   interpretive  (subjective)  data  
from  reflection  are  separated  in  order  to  avoid  self-­‐absorption,  it  has  been  argued  that  
the  fieldnotes  are  not  an  objective  description  of  the  witnessed  scenes  and  events  (or  
the   ‘facts’)   but   a   stylised   version   of   the   world   presented   by   the   ethnographer  
(Emerson,  Fretz  &  Shaw,  2011).  Thus,  it  should  be  seen  as  a  construction  (Atkinson,  
1990;   1992).   In   this   sense,   the   descriptive   data   is   always   already   interpretive.  
Therefore,  I  kept  only  one  set  of  fieldnotes  by  not  only  combining  observation  and  
reflection   (of  both   the   self   and   the  others)   to  make   the   task  of   keeping   fieldnotes  
manageable  (as  arguably  keeping  two  sets  can  increase  my  workload  of  the  already  
intense   fieldwork)   but   also   following   Jorgensen’s   (1980)   strategy   of   mixing   the  
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observation  (and  reflection)  with  theories  to  provide  initial  analysis  in  writing  the  full  
fieldnotes.     
  
Interviews     
  
Interviews   are   often   incorporated   in   participant   observation   (Crang  &  Cook,   2007;  
Hammersley  &  Atkinson,  2007),  as  casual  conversations  between  the  fieldwork  and  
the   participants   are   ubiquitous   in   the   field.   The   boundary   between   casual  
conversations  (as  well  as  other  interactions  and  dialogues)  and  (informal)  interviews  
is  often  not  clear-­‐cut  (Atkinson  et  al.,  2001).  Nevertheless,  formal  interviews  were  also  
undertaken.   To   be   clear,   I   use   the   interviewees   to   specifically   refer   to   those  who  
participated  in  formal  interviews  and  use  participants  to  refer  more  generally  to  any  
people  that  have  provided  me  information  related  to  this  research  (verbally  or  non-­‐
verbally,  met   in   the   field  or  not).   Therefore,   it   refers   to  a   large  number  of  people.  
Although  most  of  the  information  provided  by  the  participants  would  not  be  explicitly  
shown   in   this   research,   such   information   is   fundamental.   It   was   through   this  
information  that  I  became  to  know  about  the  field  and  the  hitchhiking  phenomenon.  
Some   of   this   ‘background’   information   were   even   mentioned   by   me   in   some  
interviews   to   invoke   discussion.   Interviews   were   only   conducted   with   Chinese  
hitchhiking  travellers,  the  main  subjects  of  this  research.  The  sole  criterion  I  used  to  
decide   whether   one   is   hitchhiking   traveller   was   the   practice   of   hitchhiking.   The  
interviewee  should  have  travelled  by  hitchhiking,  or  preferably  should  be  travelling  by  
hitchhiking,  with  touristic  purposes  during  the  period  of/by  my  encounter  with  them,  
and  those  who  met  this  criterion  were  considered  as  potential  participants  of  formal  
interviews.  The  nine  hitchhiking  travellers  that  I  ‘followed’  were  all  interviewed  except  
Nan  (M),  who  hitchhiked  in  a  group  with  Jun  (F,  22),  Ming  (M,  26)  and  myself  but  was  
not   willing   to   be   formally   interviewed   (thus,   eight   of   the   participants   were   both  
‘followed’  and  interviewed).     
  
During   (and   shortly   after)   the   fieldwork   I   have   conducted   25   interviews   with   25  
interviewees  (see  Table  5-­‐2,  names  given  are  pseudonyms).  There  is  a  balance  of  the  
gender  among  these  25  interviewees  (13  males  and  12  females).  The  participants  are  
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mostly  young   (23  of   them   in   their   twenties  and  2   in   their   thirties)  and  all  of   their  
ethnicities  are  Han.  They  are  all  from  relatively  developed  areas  in  China.  However,  
influenced  by  queer  thinking  I  stay  cautious  about  these  ostensibly  ‘natural’  attributes.  
As   queer   scholarship   “seeks   to   subvert,   challenge   and   critique   a   host   of   taken   for  
granted   ‘stabilities’   in   our   social   lives”   (Browne   and   Nash,   2010,   p.7).   Since   this  
research  concerns  gender,  I  would  like  to  briefly  attend  to  this  category.  Often  gender  
seems   to  be  an  obvious  attribute  of  an   individual  based  on  what  Garfankel   (1967)  
termed   the   ‘natural   attitude’   towards  gender.  This  natural   attitude  can   sometimes  
render   the   very   asking   about   one’s   gender   superfluous   or   even   peculiar.   In   this  
research,   I  did  not  actually  ask  the   interviewees  about  their  genders  but   rather   let  
their   genders   emerge   through   my   interaction   with   them,   especially   through   the  
discussion   of   gender   in   hitchhiking   travel   (usually   but   not   necessary   during   the  
interviews).  For  example,  when  a  participant  expressed:  “…  when  I  got  on  the  car  they  
usually  mentioned  that  travelling  on  my  own  as  a  girl  was  not  safe…”  (interview  with  
Jiao,  F,  21),  it  not  only  became  clear  how  others  and  this  participant  herself  identified  
her  gender  but  also  how  this   identification   influenced  her  gendered  experiences   in  
hitchhiking.  I  am  not  claiming  that  I  did  not  make  judgements  about  my  participants’  
gender  upon  my  encounter  with  them.  In  fact,  as  Kessler  and  McKenna  (1978;)  noted:  
“We  make  a  gender  attribution,  that  is  we  decide  whether  someone  is  male  or  female,  
every  time  we  see  a  new  person”  (p.2)  –  this  is  true  even  for  contemporary  gender  
theorists   and   enlightened   clinicians   (McKenna  &   Kessler,   2000).   Nevertheless,   the  
attempts  to  make  sense  of  the  gender  of  the  participants  through   interaction  with  
them,   or   specifically   through   listening   to   their   recounting   of   their   (gendered)  
hitchhiking  experiences,  is  a  focal  point  of  this  research  that  constitutes  the  discussion  
in  Chapter  7.  
  
The  eight  hitchhiking  travellers  that  I  ‘followed’  and  interviewed  include  Ming  (M,  26),  
Jun  (F,  22),  Rong  (F,  28),  Chao  (M,  32)  Xu  (M,  28),  Xing  (F,  23),  Wang  (M,  27)  and  Yi  (F,  
22).  I  have  also  met  in  person  and  interacted  with  all  the  other  interviewees  to  various  
extents  except  for  Chen  (M,  36)  and  Lu  (F,  24),  who  were  introduced  to  me  by  other  
interviewees  (Chen  by  Mao,  M,  29  and  Lu  by  Wei,  M,  20).   In  addition,  it  should  be  
noted  that  two  interviewees,  Yong  (M,  22)  and  Fan  (F,  26)  were  interviewed  together,  
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as  they  hitchhiked  together  and  preferred  to  be  interview  together.  Wei  (M,  20)  on  
the  other  hand,  was  interviewed  twice  (hence  there  are  still  25  interviews  in  total).  
Some  participants  showed  great  interest  in  my  research.  Wei,  for  instance,  besides  
introducing   me   to   Lu,   constantly   kept   me   updated   with   his   hitchhiking   journey  
through  Wechat  messages,  even  after  the  first  interview.  It  was  some  of  these  updates  
that  invoked  our  second  interviews.     
  
Participants   Gender   Age   Ethnicity   Place  of  Birth   Interview     
Mao   Male   29   Han   Jiangsu   Wechat  
Gen   Male   28   Han   Tianjin   Wechat  
Dan   Female   28   Han   Hubei   Wechat  
Yuan   Female   28   Han   Henan   Wechat  
Ming   Male   26   Han   Henan   Wechat  
Jun   Female   22   Han   Shandong   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Rong   Female   28   Han   Sichuan   Wechat  
Chao   Male   32   Han   Anhui   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Xu   Male   28   Han   Zhejiang   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Song   Male   24   Han   Hubei   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Xing   Female   23   Han   Henan   Wechat  
Wang   Male   27   Han   Henan   Wechat  
Wei   Male   20   Han   Hunan   Wechat  
Meng   Female   21   Han   Hunan   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Yi   Female   22   Han   Sichuan   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Han   Female   22   Han   Guangdong   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Qu   Male   25   Han   Hunan   Wechat  
Qing   Female   22   Han   Chongqing   Wechat  
Zhao   Male   21   Han   Henan   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Jiao   Female   21   Han   Guangxi   Wechat  
Yong   Male   22   Han   Anhui   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Fan   Female   26   Han   Henan   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Gao   Male   21   Han   Anhui   Face-­‐to-­‐face  
Chen   Male   36   Han   Beijing   Wechat  
Lu   Female   24   Han   Jiangsu   Wechat  
  
Table  5-­‐2:  Overview  of  the  Interviewees  
  
  
Some  of  the  interviewees  were  interviewed  face-­‐to-­‐face  and  others  through  Wechat  
voice  call,  except  for  Rong  (F,  28)  who  was  interviewed  through  Wechat  voice  message  
due  to  her  very  limited  access  to  Internet.  Telephone  interviews  (interview  through  
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Wechat  voice  call  is  basically  the  same  as  telephone  interviews  except  that  it  relies  on  
the  Internet)  has  been  critiqued  as  often  generating  data  of  lower  quality  in  qualitative  
research  for  reasons  such  as  the  loss  of  nonverbal  data  and  difficulty  of  developing  
rapport  (e.g.  Gillham,  2005;  Rubin  &  Rubin,  1995).  However,  it  is  considered  as  useful  
in   terms   of   saving   time   and   money   (e.g.   Fielding   &   Thomas,   2008),   accessing  
participants  that  are  geographically  disparate  (e.g.  Sturges  &  Hanrahan,  2004),  and  
allowing  greater  anonymity  (e.g.  Sweet,  2002),  to  name  a  few.  It  is  also  argued  that  
interviewing  through  telephones  does  not  necessarily  negatively  affect  the  quality  of  
data   (Norvick,   2008;   Vogl,   2013).   To   decide   whether   or   not   to   use   telephone  
interviews  is  not  always  straightforward  (Irvine,  2011).  Shuy  (2003)  claimed  that  “for  
researchers  to  know  exactly  what  they  may  be  missing  or  gaining  when  they  carry  out  
telephone  interviews  rather  than  in-­‐person  interviews,  they  need  reliable  information  
based  on  detailed  comparisons  between  the  two  modes”  (p.191).  In  the  early  stage  of  
interviewing,   I  managed  to  conduct  both   interviews  through  Wechat  voice  call  and  
face-­‐to-­‐face  interviews.  It  appeared  to  me  that  the  modes  of  interviews  were  not  a  
significant   factor,   and   this   seemed   to   be   the   case   throughout   the   process   of  
interviewing.  In  particular,  as  the  interviews  were  loosely  structured  (see  following),  
the  richness  of  the  data  had  more  to  do  with  how  much  information  the  interviewees  
wanted  to  share  with  me  than  whether  being  interviewed  through  Wechat  or  face-­‐to-­‐
face.  Admittedly,  interviewing  through  Wechat  voice  call  did  affect  the  quality  of  my  
data   to   a   certain   extent   –   most   notably   disruption   of   conversation   and   loss   of  
information  due  to  unstable  internet  (an  issue  faced  by  many  forms  of  Internet-­‐based  
interviewing,   O’Connor   et   al.,   2008).   Nonetheless,   it   was   useful   in   this   research,  
especially  in  that  it  allows  me  as  the  researcher  to  overcome  certain  constraints  of  
time  and  space,  which  might  have  stopped  me  from  interviewing  some  participants  at  
all.     
  
The   interviews   were   semi-­‐structured   (though   to   an   extent   that   was   almost  
unstructured).   I   usually   started   by   asking   the   interviewees   to   tell   me   about   their  
hitchhiking  journeys,  followed  by  some  follow-­‐up  questions  based  on  their  narratives.  
In  addition,  two  generic  questions  were  usually  asked:  (1)  What  do  you  think  about  
the  relation  between  the  lift-­‐giver  and  yourself  as  a  hitchhiker;  and  (2)  What  role  do  
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you  think  gender  plays  in  the  practice  of  hitchhiking  travel.  These  two  questions  were  
designed  to  ensure  discussion  of  the  aspects  that  are  important  to  this  research  (the  
hitchhiker   –   lift-­‐giver   relation   and   gender).   Based   on   the   responses   to   these   two  
questions,  I  would  further  investigate.  As  such,  the  interviewees  to  a  certain  extent  
had  control  over  the  direction,  the  length  and  the  depth  of  the  interviews  through  the  
way  of  telling  their  hitchhiking  experiences  and  answering  the  generic  questions.  For  
instance,  Lu  (F,  24)  told  her  hitchhiking  experiences  in  great  details  which  provided  
many   opportunities   for  me   to   further   probe;  whilst  Meng’s   (F,   21)   account   of   her  
hitchhiking  was  hasty  and  left  little  space  for  further  investigation  (and  it  is  interesting  
to  note  that  the  interview  with  Lu  was  through  Wechat  voice  call  and  the  one  with  
Meng  was  face-­‐to-­‐face).   I  do  not  pretend  that  the   interviewer  and  the   interviewee  
were  thus  in  equal  positions.  In  fact,  in  situations  like  the  interview  with  Meng,  I  still  
tried  to  ‘push’  into  details.  In  addition,  in  interviews  with  Mao  (M,  29)  and  Chen  (M,  
36)  who  had  many  hitchhiking  experiences,  it  was  impossible  for  them  to  give  detailed  
accounts  of  all  of  their  hitchhiking  experiences.  In  fact,  they  tended  to  make  general  
statements,  presumably  based  on   their  own  experiences.   I  had   to   request   specific  
instances  frequently  in  order  to  obtain  richer  accounts.  Nevertheless,  the  relatively  
unstructured  nature  of   such   interviews  proved   to  be   beneficial   in  most   cases.  The  
interviews  would  become  very  much  like  prolonged  and  focused  casual  conversations  
where   not   only   the   interviewees   but   also   I   as   the   interviewer   shared   hitchhiking  
experiences  and  stories.  Such  mutual  sharing  provoked  some  valuable  discussions.  
  
It  is  also  worth  mentioning  that  the  interview  with  Yong  (M,  22)  and  Fan  (F,  26)  (who  
requested   to   be   interviewed   together)   proved   to   be   productive.   Although   the  
interview  was  interrupted  time  and  again  by  their  conversations  and  jokes  between  
each   other   (which,   nevertheless,   told   something   important   about   their   relation   as  
companions),   their   occasional   disagreement   on   certain   subjects   also   offered   rich  
accounts  of  the  subject  being  discussed.  Another  interview  that  had  more  than  one  
participant   present   was   the   one   with   Song   (M,   24).   Jun   (F,   22),   as   the   one   who  
introduced   me   to   Song   was   also   present   in   this   interview,   although   not   as   an  
‘interviewee’  but  just  happened  to  be  there.  She  ‘chipped  in’  occasionally,  which  again  
led  to  some  interesting  discussions.  I  did  not  intentionally  plan  or  seek  such  interview  
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settings.  Yet  I  was  glad  that  they  occurred  as  I  felt  that  they  broke  the  confined  and  
rigid  settings  of  the  strict  one-­‐to-­‐one  interviews  (and  this  can  be  seen  an  important  
advantage  of  face-­‐to-­‐face  interviews).  
  
5.5  Interpreting  the  Data:  Writing  as  a  Method  of  Inquiry  
  
I  write  because  I  want  to  find  something  out.  I  write  in  order  to  learn  something  
that  I  didn’t  know  before  I  wrote  it  (Richardson,  1994,  p.517)  
  
As  I  wrote,  I  watched  word  after  word  appear  on  the  computer  screen  –  ideas,  
theories,  I  had  not  thought  before  I  wrote  them.  Sometimes  I  wrote  something  so  
marvelous  it  startled  me.  I  doubt  I  could  have  thought  such  a  thought  by  thinking  
alone.  (St.  Pierre,  in  Richardson  &  St.  Pierre,  2008,  p.488)  
  
Richardson  and  St.  Pierre  are  influential  figures  in  advocating  writing  as  a  method  for  
inquiry  (Richardson,  1994;  Richardson,  2000;  Richardson  &  St.  Pierre,  2008;  St.  Pierre,  
1997).   Inherent   to   this  advocacy   is   the   ‘crisis  of   representation’   (Denzin  &  Lincoln,  
2005)   resulted   from   the   doubt   of   all   truth   claims   in   the   postmodern   context.  
Nonetheless,  this  inability  of  the  researchers  to  represent  the  ‘true’  or  the  ‘real’  does  
not  foreclose  the  possibility  of  knowing,  it  only  reveals  that  knowledge  is  partial,  local  
and   historical,   due   to   the   situational   limitation   of   the   knower/writer   (Richardson,  
1994).  Following  this,  the  past  two  decades  or  so  has  witnessed  increasing  interest  
among  researchers  in  engaging  with  what  Richardson  termed  ‘experimental  writing’  
(1994)   –   later   reconceptualised   as   ‘CAP   (Creative   Analytic   Practices)   ethnography’  
(Richardson  &  St.  Pierre,  2008)  –  to  “do  representation  differently”  (Berbary,  2011,  
p.186).  Berbary  (2011;  2012)  and  Berbary  and  Johnson  (2012),  for  instance,  have  used  
ethnographic  screenplay  to  represent  their  research  on  sorority  women’s  gender  lives.  
Other   researchers  have  creatively  used  genres   such  as  poetry   (Leggo,  2008;  Gilles,  
2007),   vignette   (Parry,  2007),   fictional   stories   (Glover,  2007),   visual   representation  
(Mowatt,  2012;  Gilles,  2007)  and  music  (Lashua  &  Fox,  2007)  to  represent  “the  local,  
partial  and  multiple  truths  grounded  in  the  data”  (Berbary,  2015,  p.40).     
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Importantly,  autoethnography,  or  specifically  evocative  autoethnography,  seems  to  
have  established  as  a  form  a  CAP  representation  (e.g.  McCarville,  2007),  which  should  
come  with  no  surprise  considering  their  similarities.  For  instance,  both  are  responses  
to  the  ‘crisis  of  representation’  and  both  set  out  to  challenge  the  canonical  ideas  of  
the   approach   to   and   representation   of   research   (Ellis,   Adams   &   Bochner,   2011;  
Richarson,   1994;   Richardson   &   St.   Perrier,   2008).   Undoubtedly   evocative   writing  
seems  to  fit  perfectly  well  with  writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry  (as  Richardson  herself  
can   be   seen   as   an   advocate   of   evocative   autoethnography).   However,   evocative  
ethnographic   accounts,   although   powerful   in   challenging   the   notion   of   ‘traditional  
research’  (Berbary,  2011),  require  great  narrative  and  expressive  skills  as  pointed  out  
by  Anderson  (2006).  For  instance,  Markula  (2001)  expressed  from  her  own  experience  
that  writing  in  a  literary  manner  was  unexpectedly  demanding  and  acknowledged  that  
she  “still  struggle[s]  to  implement  even  the  simplest  evocative  writing  techniques”  in  
writing   academic   papers.   Viewing   myself   as   someone   lacking   ability   to   craft   an  
aesthetically   pleasing   text   that   can   entice   the   reader   (especially   as   English   is   my  
second  language)  –  and  aesthetic  merits  is  a  criterion  to  judge  CAP  (Parry  &  Johnson,  
2007;  Richardson,  1994;  Richardson  &  St.  Pierre,  2008),   I  had  not   imagined  myself  
producing  a  CAP  representation.  Indeed,  I  conceived  my  text  would  still  be  written  in  
a   relatively   conventional   manner.   As   already   mentioned,   whilst   I   incorporated   an  
autoethnographic  account  in  my  research,  I,  following  Chang  (2008),  did  not  intend  it  
to  be  a  form  of  descriptive  or  performative  storytelling  but  rather  a  social  scientific  
inquiry   approach,   or   in   Anderson’s   (2006)   term,   analytic   autoethnography,   hence  
focusing   on  analysis   more   than   representation   (although   in   a   postmodern  way   of  
thinking  ‘analysis’  and  ‘representation’  are  not  always  readily  separable).  
  
As   I   see   it,   one   can   embark   on  writing   as   a  method   of   inquiry  without   aiming   to  
generate   a   non-­‐conventional   and   evocative   text.   Indeed,  what   interests  me   about  
writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry  was  less  ‘doing  representation  differently’  than  doing  
analysis  differently  (though,  again,  by  no  means  can  they  be  entirely  separated).  As  
shown  in  the  quotes  at  the  beginning  of  this  section,  Richardson  and  St.  Pierre  both  
contended  that  writing  was  a  powerful  way  of  knowing.  It  is  this  aspect  of  writing  that  
I  utilised  in  analysing  data  in  this  research.  St.  Pierre  (in  Richardson  &  St.  Pierre,  2008)  
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argued   that   writing   could   be   used   as   a   method   of   both   data   collection   and   data  
analysis.  She  insisted  that,  on  the  one  hand,  certain  data  –  those  that  “were  always  in  
my  mind  and  body”  but  were  not  texualised  in  interview  transcripts  or  fieldnotes,  will  
“cropped  up  unexpectedly  and  fittingly  in  my  writing  –  fugitive,  fleeting  data  that  were  
excessive  and  out-­‐of-­‐category”,  and  on  the  other  hand,  certain  analysis  will  only  occur  
in  writing:  “I  wrote  my  way  into  particular  spaces  I  could  not  have  occupied  by  sorting  
data  with  a  computer  program  or  by  analytic  induction”  (St.  Pierre,  in  Richardson  &  St.  
Pierre,  2008,  p.488).  As  such,  the  distinction  between  data  collection  and  data  analysis  
is  broken  down  (relatedly  St.  Pierre  also  challenged  our  conventional  understanding  
of   ‘data’,   see   St.   Pierre   &   Jackson,   2014).   In   fact,   the   blurry   boundary   between  
collecting   data   and   analysing   data   has   long   been   recognised   in   ethnography  
(Hammersley  &  Atkinson,   2007;  O’Reilly,   2009),   especially   in  writing   fieldnotes.   As  
mentioned  in  Section  5.4.2,  whilst  the  fieldnotes  are  often  considered  as  records  of  
accurate  and  detailed  account  of  the  events,  places  and  people  in  the  field  (Emerson,  
Fretz  &  Shaw,  2011;  Jorgenson,  1989;  Spradley,  1980),  writing  fieldnotes  ought  to  be  
acknowledged   as   constructions   (Atkinson,   1990;   1992)   that   always   already   involve  
embodied  and  reflective  interpretation  and  sense-­‐making  of  these  events,  places,  and  
people  (Emerson,  Fretz  &  Shaw,  2011).     
  
However,  analysing  the  data  through  and  during  writing  does  not  mean  that  I  rejected  
conventional   data   analytic   methods   altogether.   My   deployment   of   writing   as   a  
method  of   inquiry   is   similar   to   that  of  Roy’s   (2013)  –  using  writing   to  analyse  and  
interpret   the   data   without   entirely   abandoning   some   principles   underpinning   the  
more   conventional  methods   of   analysis   (in   her   case   thematic   analysis;   in  my   case  
thematic  analysis  and  Foucauldian  discourse  analysis).  Although  my   ‘cling’   to  these  
analytic  methods  may   seem   to   render  my   engagement   of  writing   as   a  method  of  
inquiry  unnecessary,  analysing  through  writing  actually  served  as  a  somewhat  ‘queer’  
approach  to  data  interpretation  that  allowed  me  to  ‘cross’  not  only  thematic  analysis  
and  Foucauldian  discourse  analysis,  but  also,   importantly,   self-­‐narratives.  Although  
the  narrative   is  not   conventionally   considered  as  a  method  of  analysis,   its  analytic  
power   has   been   recognised   (e.g.   Hammersley   &   Atkinson,   2007).   Moreover,   as  
(self-­‐)narratives  can  be  seen  as  a  type  of  written  accounts  (Chang,  2008),  it  should  be  
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considered  as,  at  least  to  a  certain  degree,  a  way  of  data  analysis  in  the  context  of  
writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry.  In  the  following  paragraphs,  I  attend  to  each  of  these  
analytic  methods,  focusing  on  how  they  were  deployed  and  what  they  offered  in  this  
research.     
  
Thematic   analysis   (TA)   is   proposed   as   a   useful   and   flexible  method   for   identifying  
patterns  (themes)  in  the  data  (Braun  &  Clarke,  2006;  2013).  Braun  and  Clarke  (2006)  
developed  a  six-­‐phase  guideline  of  doing  TA:  (1)  familiarising  the  data,  (2)  generating  
initial  codes,  (3)  searching  for  themes,  (4)  reviewing  themes,  (5)  defining  and  naming  
themes,  and  (6)  producing  the  report.  Similar  ways  of  analytic  induction  seem  to  be  
commonly   used   in   data   analysis   in   ethnographic   research   (Crang   &   Cook,   2007;  
Hammersley  &  Atkinson,  2007).  However,  like  Roy  (2013),  I  did  not  see  they  fit  well  
with  my  postmodern  approach  to  the  research.  In  particular,  I  consider  the  fieldnotes  
and  interview  transcripts  as  stories  of  my  participants  as  well  as  my  own.  In  this  sense,  
one   cannot   sufficiently  make   sense   of   them   by   coding,   sorting   and   categorising   –  
processes  that  may  ultimately  break  down  the  stories  into  pieces  (St.  Pierre  &  Jackson,  
2014).  Nonetheless,  I  do  not  intend  to  claim  that  I  had  abandoned,  or  indeed  avoided,  
thematic  analysis  altogether.   It  has  been  argued  that  the  process  of  thematising   is  
embedded   in   many   qualitative   methods   without   being   valorised   as   a   method   of  
analysis   (Boyatzis,  1998;  Holloway  &  Todres,  2003).   In  this  sense,   I  did  undertake  a  
form  of  thematic  analysis.  Like  Roy  (2013),  I  came  up  with  broad  themes  through  close  
reading   and   re-­‐reading   of   my   fieldnotes   and   interview   transcripts   and   let   the  
interpretation  of  the  data  occur  within  these  themes  to  develop  through  the  process  
of   writing   and   re-­‐writing.   In   this   case,   the   broad   themes   identified   provided  
perspectives   from   which   I   could   begin   to   approach   the   individual   stories   of   my  
participants  and  myself  through  the  process  of  writing  and  re-­‐writing  (which  was  the  
process  of  interpreting  the  data).  That  process  in  turn  encouraged  me  to  reconsider  
and  sometimes  revise  these  broad  themes.  Thus,   thematising  became  a  navigating  
point  in  the  process  of  interpreting  the  data.     
  
Foucauldian   discourse   analysis   (FDA),   as   its   name   implies,   is   a  method   of   analysis  
influenced  by  Foucault’s  theories,  especially  those  associated  with  language,  power  
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and  subjectivity.  In  specific,  FDA,  as  pointed  out  by  Willig  (2008),  “aims  to  map  the  
discursive  worlds  people  inhabit  and  to  trace  possible  ways-­‐of-­‐being  afforded  by  them”  
(p.125),   which   appeared   particularly   appropriate   for   achieving   what   this   research  
seeks  to  achieve,  that  is,  understanding  how  hitchhiking  travel  in  China  is  articulated  
in  certain  ways  and,  through  those  ways  of  articulation,  experienced  as  gendered  (and  
sexualised)  .  Thus,  the  principles  of  FDA,  to  a  large  extent,  underpinned  the  process  of  
writing/analysing  in  this  research.  In  particular,  the  six  stages  of  FDA  set  out  by  Willig  
(2008)  served  as  a  useful  guideline.  These  stages  are:  (1)  identifying  the  ways  in  which  
discursive  objects  (e.g.  ‘gender’)  are  constructed;  (2)  locating  the  various  discursive  
constructions  of  the  object(s)  within  wider  discourses  through  looking  into  how  the  
same  object  is  constructed  in  different,  sometimes  contradictory  ways;  (3)  examining  
the  ‘action  orientation’,  that  is,  how  different  constructions  of  the  discursive  object(s)  
are   deployed   within   the   discursive   contexts;   (4)   identifying   the   subject   positions  
offered  by  the  discourses  identified;  (5)  looking  at  the  ways-­‐of-­‐being  made  available  
by   these   subject   positions;   and   (6)   tracing   the   consequences   of   taking   up   various  
subject   positions   for   subjective   experiences   (Willig,   2008,   p.115-­‐117).   As   with   my  
deployment  of  TA,  however,  I  did  not  strictly  follow  these  six  stages.  Insofar  as  FDA  is  
developed   through  Foucault’s   theories,   it   seemed   to  me   that  utilising   this  analytic  
method   has   more   to   do   with   appreciating   Foucauldian   theories   than   taking   up  
instructions   of   analysis.   In   fact,   Willig   (2008)   herself   acknowledged   the  
incompleteness  of  this  six-­‐stage  guideline  and  pointed  to  other  available  guidelines  of  
FDA   that  encapsulate  other   important  Foucauldian   ideas   (e.g.  Kendall  &  Wickham,  
1999;  Parker,  1992).  Therefore,  as  my  understanding  of  Foucauldian  theories  is  largely  
from   Butler’s   theorisation   of   gender   (which   is   heavily   indebted   to   Foucault,   see  
Chapter  3),  it  is  Butlerian  theories,  rather  than  (or  more  than)  the  analytical  guidelines  
of  FDA  that  informed  my  interpretation  of  the  data.  That  said,  the  guidelines  provided  
by   Willig   (2008)   specifically   has   enabled   me   to   better   identify   the   Foucauldian  
elements   in   Butler’s   ideas   and   to   integrate   these   elements   in   the   process   of  
writing/analysing.  This  was  particularly  beneficial  as  Butler’s  obscure  style  of  writing  
and  theorising  render  it  uneasy  to  draw  upon  her  ideas  in  making  sense  of  the  data  at  
times   (Butler   has   been   widely   criticised   for   her   writing   style,   and   Butler   and   her  
defenders  has  also  responded  to  such  criticism,  for  an  overview  of  the  debates  on  this  
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matter,   see   Birkenstein,   2010).   For   instance,   it   is  with   the   aid   from  Willig’s   (2008)  
analytic   guideline   that   I  was   able   to   investigate  how   certain   subject   positions   and  
subjectivities  made  (un)available  in  the  (gender)  discourses  of  hitchhiking  travel  (stage  
4  –  6)  through  engaging  with  Butler’s  understanding  of  gender  as  a  forcible  citation  of  
norms   (although   this   Butlerian   notion   is   also   heavily   influenced   by   Derrida)   in  
interpreting  the  data.     
  
My  use  of  self-­‐narratives,  to  a  large  extent,  is  a  way  to  engage  with  writing  as  a  method  
of  inquiry  in  this  research,  as  it  has  been  promoted  by  Richardson  (in  Richardson  &  St  
Pierre,  2008)  as  “a  valuable  creative  analytical  practice”  (p.481).  As  made  clear  earlier  
in   this   section,   however,   I   did   not   intend   to   pursue   the   evocative   writing   styles  
advocated  by  Richardson  (1994;  2000)  and  others  (such  as  some  autoethnographers,  
e.g.  Bochner  &  Ellis,  2016;  Ellis  &  Bochner,  2000).   ‘Self-­‐narratives’,  as  suggested  by  
Chang  (2008),  is  a  label  that  can  attach  to  “a  wide  range  of  written  accounts  of  self,  
representing   diverse   genres,   authorship,   themes,   and   writing   styles”   (p.41).   Thus,  
there   are   more   than   one   way   of   writing   and   representing   self-­‐narratives,   and  
autoethnography   as   a   form   of   self-­‐narratives   (Adams,  Holman   Jones  &   Ellis,   2015;  
Chang,  2008).  In  some  ways,  my  writing  of  self-­‐narratives  can  be  seen  as  what  Chang  
(2008)  termed  analytical-­‐interpretive  writing  of  autoethnography,  in  which  a  balance  
among  description,  analysis  and  interpretation  needs  to  be  kept.  Whilst  this  type  of  
autoethnographic   writing   might   not   seem   sufficiently   radical   considering   my  
postmodern  approach,   it  was  an  appropriate  choice  when  practicality   is   taken   into  
consideration.   As   indicated   time   and   again   in   this   chapter,   practicality   is   vital   for  
conducting  this  research,  or  indeed  any  kind  of  research.  The  primary  reason  for  me  
to  incorporate  self-­‐narratives  in  my  writing  is  to  gain  a  fuller  understanding  of  gender  
in  hitchhiking  through  the  analysis  of  my  hitchhiking  experiences  as  a  gay  man.  This  is  
informed  by  the  understandings  of  gender  in  relation  to  sexuality  (and  vice  versa)  seen  
in  the  accounts  provided  by  Butler  (1990;  1993;  2004a)  among  others.  In  this  research,  
then,   I  was  enabled  to   learn  about  others  and  my  self  as  gendered  and  sexualised  
beings   in   the   context   of   hitchhiking   travel   by  writing   the   self-­‐narratives   of   others  
(remember  that  I  began  the  interviews  by  asking  the  participants  to  recount  their  own  
hitchhiking  experiences)  and  my  own  self-­‐narratives  (Chang,  2008).  
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Whilst   the   three   finding   chapters   that   follow  may   look   as   if   they  were   generated  
through  each  of  these  methods  respectively  (with  Chapter  6  appears  as  a  thematic  
analysis,  Chapter  7  a  Foucauldian  discourse  analysis,  and  Chapter  8  an  account  of  self-­‐
narratives),  each  of  these  chapters  were  in  fact  the  product  of  the  ‘crossing’  between  
these  three  methods  of  analysis  made  possible  by  writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry.  For  
instance,  although   in  Chapter  6   the  analysis   is  organised  under   four  broad   themes  
(four   important  aspects  of  hitchhiking   travel   identified   in   the  data),   a   key   concern  
underlying  the  analysis  is,  as  made  clear  towards  the  end  of  that  chapter,  how  the  
‘truths’  of  hitchhiking  travel  and  being  a  hitchhiking  traveller  are  constructed  through  
storytelling  and  recounting  of  hitchhiking  experiences.  From  the  perspective  of  FDA,  
the   overarching   purpose   of   Chapter   6   is   to   look   at   the   subject   positions   and  
subjectivities  made  possible  by  the  (dominant)  discourses  of  hitchhiking  travel.  It  can  
be  seen  that  TA  and  FDA,  as  it  were,  are  neither  mutually  exclusive  nor  incompatible,  
at  least  in  this  research.  As  Boyatzis  (1998)  suggested,  TA  should  be  understood  as  a  
process  that  can  be  used  alongside  with  most  qualitative  methods.  In  Chapter  7,  whilst  
my  analysis  largely  followed  the  principles  of  FDA,  I  also  thematised,  that  is,  identified  
patterns   in   the   process   of   interpreting   the   data   through   engaging   with   Butlerian  
(Foucauldian)  theories.  Similarly,  although  Chapter  8  is  primarily  an  account  of  self-­‐
narratives  of  my  experiences  of  being  a  homosexual  hitchhiking  traveller,  I  have  also  
engaged  with  principles  of  FDA  to  explore  the  dominant  heteronormative  discourses  
within  which  these  subjective  experiences  are  lived.  Inversely,  self-­‐narratives  can  also  
be  seen  in  Chapter  6  and  Chapter  7,  in  which  I  time  and  again  refer  to  my  subjective  
experiences  to  demonstrate  that  I  was  also  enmeshed  in  the  discourses  of  hitchhiking  
travel  like  other  hitchhiking  travellers.     
  
Finally,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  data,  or  specifically  the  fieldnotes  and  interview  
transcripts,  are  not  translated  from  Chinese  to  English  (the  fieldnotes  were  taken  in  
Chinese,  which  made  sense  as  most  of  the  conversations  and  interactions  occurred  in  
the  field  were  in  Chinese;  and  the  interviews  were  in  Chinese  and  were  transcribed  
verbatim  as  such).  This  is  mainly  because  translation  is  an  interpretive  act  itself  (Van  
Nes,  et  al.,  2010),  which  may  lead  to  the  loss  or  distortion  of  meanings  in  the  process.  
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In  this  case,  it  seemed  appropriate  to  make  sense  of  the  data  in  their  original  language.  
However,  it  would  be  incorrect  to  say  that  the  data  were  analysed  purely  in  Chinese,  
either.  Insofar  as  the  data  of  this  research  were  mainly  analysed  through  the  process  
of  writing  and  the  writings  are  in  English,  writing  in  a  way  encapsulated  simultaneously  
the  task  of  translating  the  data  from  Chinese  to  English  and  that  of  transforming  the  
raw  data  to  an  interpretation.  In  this  sense,  translating  was  not  to  change  the  data  
from   one   language   to   another  word-­‐by-­‐word.   It   was   integrated   in   the   process   of  
interpreting.   Certainly,   there   are   excerpts   from   the   fieldnotes   and   interview  
transcripts  that  are  presented  in  the  finding  chapters.  When  translating  these  excerpts,  
I   strive   to   keep   balance   between   accurately   translating   them   word-­‐by-­‐word   and  
translating  them  by  situating  them  in  the  contexts.  The  latter  is  crucial  as  the  excerpts  
are  always  considered  as  part  of  a  story  rather  than  an  independent  section  of  text.        
  
5.6  Quality  of  the  Research  
  
The  ‘crisis  of  representation’  induced  by  the  postmodern  turn,  as  suggested  by  Denzin  
and  Lincoln   (2005),   is  entangled  with   the   ‘legitimation  crisis’:   If   a   research   is  but  a  
representation  that  is  destined  to  fail  in  telling  the  ‘true’  or  the  ‘real’,  how  can  it  be  
evaluated?  In  fact,  evaluating  the  quality  of  the  research  has  for  long  been  an  issue  
confronted   by   qualitative   researchers   (Altheide   &   Johnson,   2011;   Denzin,   2011).  
Triangulation  is  one  of  the  most  widely  used  approaches  for  such  evaluation.  It  was  
first  taken  up  “as  a  strategy  for  validating  results  obtained  with  the  individual  methods”  
and   later   increasingly  as  one  for  “further  enriching  and  completing  knowledge  and  
towards   transgressing   the   (always   limited)   epistemological   potentials   of   individual  
methods”  (Flick,  2009,  p.444).  The  notion  of  ‘triangulation’,  however,  was  criticised  by  
Richardson  (in  Richardson  &  St.  Pierre,  2008)  as  carrying  ‘the  assumption  that  there  is  
a  “fixed  points”  or  “object”  that  can  be  triangulated’  (p.478).  Even  in  the  second  sense,  
in  which  the  limitation  of  epistemological  potentials  is  noted,  triangulation  seems  to  
still  be  perceived  as  way  to  battle  against  those  limitations.  In  this  case,  I  do  not  see  
triangulation  as  compatible  with  this  research.     
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Willig   (2008)   suggested   that   to   evaluate   the   quality   of   qualitative   research   it   is  
necessary  to  first  understand  the  epistemological  basis  of  the  research,  that  is,  what  
kind  of  knowledge  the  research  aims  at  producing.  My  epistemological  position,  as  
shown  in  my  choice  of  theories  (see  Chapter  3)  and  clarified  in  Section  5.2,  is  one  that  
influenced  by  postmodern  thoughts  (as  well  as  feminism  and  queer  theory),  especially  
those  from  Judith  Butler,  which  in  turn  are  indebted  to  a  wide  range  of  theorists  such  
as  Kristeva,  Derrida,  and  importantly  Foucault.  These  postmodern  thoughts  call  into  
question  the  claim  of  ‘truth’.  The  production  of  knowledge,  or  rather  knowledges,  is  
understood   as   inseparable   from   language   and   power.   Research   from   such   an  
epistemological  stance,  according  to  Willig  (2008),  “needs  to  be  evaluated  in  its  own  
terms”  (rather  than  in  relation  to  external  conditions  or  contexts),  that  is,  “based  on  
its  internal  coherence,  theoretical  sophistication  and  persuasiveness”  (p.156).  Thus,  it  
was  these  aspects  that  I  have  paid  particular  attention  to.     
  
5.7  Research  Ethics     
  
As  required  by  the  institution  within  which  this  research  is  conducted  (University  of  
Surrey),  an  online  self-­‐assessment  of  ethics  (SAFE)  was  carried  out  (see  Appendix  1,  
note  that  the  title  of  the  thesis  has  changed  slightly),  which  indicated  that  the  research  
could  proceed  without  a  full  ethical  review.  Regardless,  it  is  necessary  to  briefly  attend  
to  some  issues  of  ethics  in  this  research.  Hammersley  and  Atkinson  (2007)  identified  
five   categories   of   ethical   issues   that   apply   to   social   research   (and   specifically  
ethnography):   informed  consent,  privacy,  harm,  exploitation  and  consequences  for  
future   research.   In   this   section,   I   consider   informed   consent   and   exploitation   in  
specific,  as  for  me  they  are  most  relevant  to  this  research.  
  
Following   the   requirement   of   the   university,   interviewees   in   this   research   all  
completed  a  consent   form  (see  Appendix  2   for  the  consent   form).   In  ethnography,  
however,   the   issues   in   regard   to   consent   lies  mainly   in   participant   observation.   In  
particular,   covert   participant   observation   most   sharply   raised   issues   of   informed  
consent,   as   in   covert   participant   observation   participants   are   often   being   studied  
without   being   aware   of   the   study   is   taking   place   (Hammersley  &  Atkinson,   2007).  
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Although  some  would  argue  that  covert  research  is  rarely,  if  ever,  justifiable,  covert  
participant  observation  is  sometimes  chosen  due  to  a  variety  of  reasons  (e.g.  in  cases  
that  settings  are  not  accessible  to  open   research)   (Hammersley  &  Atkinson,  2007).  
Such   reasons   were   not   applicable   to   my   research.   Thus,   it   was   overt   participant  
observation  that  was  used  in  my  fieldwork.  Nevertheless,  being  overt  does  not  mean  
that  the  issues  of  consent  are  completely  resolved.  As  ethnographic  fieldwork  often  
includes  observation  of  a  large  number  of  people,  it  is  impractical  to  inform  and  gain  
consent   from  all   these  people  (Punch,  1994).   In  addition,  as  ethnographic  research  
(and  indeed  most  kinds  of  research)  evolves  throughout  the  process  of  doing  research,  
it   is   also   impossible   to   inform   the   (potential)   participants   everything   about   the  
research.  As  pointed  out  by  Hammersley  and  Atkinson  (2007),  the  fieldworker  is  often  
unclear  about  questions  like  “what  will  be  involved”  and  “what  the  consequences  are  
likely  to  be”  (p.210)  at  the  initial  stage  of  the  fieldwork.  Indeed,  my  experience  is  that,  
although   some   general   ideas   about   the   research   were   established   before   the  
fieldwork,   the   research  only  gradually  became  more   specific  during   the   process  of  
data  collection  and  data  analysis.  As  such,  although  my  participant  observation  was  
operated   in   an   overt   manner,   I   did   not   attempt   to   inform   everyone   about   my  
researcher  role  and/or  my  research.  Rather,  I  revealed  such  information  in  cases  that  
revelation  was  considered  as  suitable  or  necessary  (e.g.  when  I  approached  certain  
participants   to   acquire   information   and   when   participants   expressed   interests   in  
knowing  more  about  the  research).     
  
Furthermore,   it   is   noted   that   being   overt   or   being   covert   in   research   is   not  
straightforward.  The  degree  of  openness  lies  on  a  covert-­‐overt  continuum  (Murphy  &  
Dingwall,   2001;   O’Reilly,   2009).   For   instance,   researchers   may   be   able   to   openly  
disclose   their   researcher   roles   but   feel   reluctant   to   reveal   other   aspects   of  
herself/himself  such  as  politic  ideology  (Fielding,  1981),  religious  believes  (Edelman,  
1996),   and   sexual   orientation   (Blackwood,   1995).   In   fact,   it   has   been   argued   that  
concealment  of  various  degrees  and  types  are  sometimes  unavoidable  throughout  the  
research  (Hammersley  &  Atkinson,  2007).  Thus,   following  these  researchers,  whilst  
my  researcher  role  was  not  kept  as  a  secret,  certain  details  of  my  personal  self  and  
opinions  were  not  revealed.  In  particular,  I  decided  not  to  disclose  my  sexual  identity  
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as  a  gay  man  (although  during  the  fieldwork  I  did  ‘come  out’  to  someone  who  I  became  
quite  close  with,  see  Chapter  8),  as  this  might  have  caused  reluctance  of  interaction  
with  me  from  some  participants   (homosexuality   is  still  widely  viewed  negatively   in  
today’s  China,  see  Chapter  4).  Certainly,  this  decision  had  significant  impact  on  the  
entire   research,   to   which   my   homosexuality   is   central.   In   regard   to   this,   a   self-­‐
reflection   is   provided   later   in   this   chapter,   and   more   discussions   about   the  
concealment  and  (the  only)  revelation  of  my  sexuality  are  presented  in  Chapter  8.  
  
Influenced  by  feminist  ways  of  thinking,  I  attempted  to  achieve  an  equal  relation  with  
my  participants  (Skeggs,  2001),  which  naturally  should  not  be  exploitative.  However,  
Hammersley  and  Atkinson  (2007)  suggested  that  whether  or  not  exploitation  is  taking  
place  in  a  research  is,  to  a  large  extent,  a  matter  of  judgement,  hence  being  open  to  
substantial  debates.  Nevertheless,  this  does  not  mean  that  we  can  simply  ignore  the  
exploitative   potential   of   research.   In   fact,   various   recommendations   regarding   the  
issues  of  exploitation  have  been  proposed.  In  particular,  feminist  ethnographers  (e.g.  
Skeggs,  2001),  among  others,  have  proposed  to  empower  the  participants  by  including  
them  as  part  of  the  research  process.  However,  it  is  not  easy  to  decide  the  degree  to  
which  the  participants  should  be  engaged  in  the  research.  There  is  also  the  issue  of  
whether  or  not  the  participants  are  willing  to  engage  in  the  research  beyond  providing  
information.  One  of  the  attempts  in  this  research  to  empower  the  participants  is  the  
way  I  initiated  (and  proceeded)  the  interviews  in  which  the  interviewees  have  certain  
control  over  the  direction,   length  and  depth  of  the   interviews.   In  this  way,  I,   to  an  
extent,   avoided   ‘squeezing’   information  out  of  my  participants.   In  my  experiences,  
those  participants  who  were  particularly  interested  in  the  research  would  (perhaps  
without   themselves   knowing)   lead   the   interviews   to   longer   and/or  more   in-­‐depth  
discussions.  They  were  also   the  ones   that  were  willing   to  engaged  closer  with   the  
research  beyond  participating  the  interviews.  For  instance,  Wei  (M,  20)  continued  to  
inform  me  about  his  hitchhiking  journey  even  after  the  first  interview,  and  it  was  such  
information   that   led   to   our   second   interview.   Although   the   engagement   of  
participants  was  often  shown  as  extra  information,  some  of  the  information  provided  
was  not  simply  data  collected  for  analysis  but  directly  guided  the  fieldwork  in  terms  
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of,  for  instance,  where  to  go  and  whom  to  talk  to.  In  this  sense,  some  participants  did  
engage  closely  with  the  research,  and  such  engagement,  importantly,  were  voluntary.     
  
5.8  A  Reflexive  Note  
  
Research   is   embodied   (Coffey,   1999).   It   is   acknowledged   that,   for   instance,   the  
gendered  (e.g.  Golde,  1986),  raced  (e.g.  Keiser,  1970)  and  aged  (e.g.  Moffatt,  1989)  
bodies  of   the   researchers   can  be   significant   in   shaping   field   relations,  positively  or  
negatively  depending  on  the  specific  circumstances.  Being  Han  Chinese  and  relatively  
young,  I  am  likely  to  fit  into  the  hitchhiking  travel  community  in  terms  of  ethnicity  and  
age   (see   Fu,   2014).   Gender   undoubtedly   is   a   significant   aspect   in   the   practice   of  
hitchhiking  travel.  Whether  being  a  male  or  a  female  is  destined  to  have  effects  on  the  
fieldwork  (and  the  research  as  a  whole).  In  this  case,  the  key  is  to  be  aware  of  gender  
identity  and  its  consequences  in  shaping  my  field  relations.  Closely  related  to  gender  
identity   is   sexual   identity,   which   has   been   the   most   significant   aspect   of   my  
experiences  in  the  field  as  a  hitchhiking  traveller  and  as  a  researcher.  Such  experiences  
are  central  to  this  research  and  a  detailed  analysis  of  specific  incidents  is  presented  in  
Chapter   8.   In   this   reflexive   note   I   reflect   in   general   on  my   experiences   of   being   a  
closeted  gay  man.  This  reflection  can  be  read  as  background  information  that  enriches  
the  analysis  in  Chapter  8.     
  
To  a  certain  extent,  I  experience  similar  difficulties  faced  by  homosexual  individuals  in  
contemporary   China,   such   as   negotiating   my   (homo)sexuality   with   my   family.   In  
particular,  like  the  gay  men  in  Zheng’s  study  (2015),  I  live  a  ‘double  life’.  Different  from  
the  ‘double  life’  Zheng  (2015)  documented,  however,  mine  is  one  characterised  by  the  
different  contexts  I  live  in,  namely  my  life  in  the  UK  and  my  life  in  China.  It  can  be  said  
that   my   ‘double   life’   was   first   induced   by   my   studying   in   the   UK   for   a   Master  
programme  from  2013  to  2014.  I  began  to  live  a  homosexual  life  during  that  year  in  
the  UK.  Up  to  that  point  of  my  life  neither  had  I  had  experiences  of  living  outside  China  
nor  had   I  had   joined  the  Chinese  gay  community.  Whilst   I  had  for   long  understood  
myself   as   homosexual,   I   had   little   contact   with   gay   people   (and   other   queer  
individuals).   I   had   come   out   to   a   few   close   friends,   but   my   sexuality   is   merely  
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something  that   is  known  by  them,  as  opposed  to  something  that  could  be  casually  
discussed  with  them.  In  this  sense,  I  did  not  have  a  ‘double  life’  at  that  time  as  there  
was  no  secretive  homosexual  life  that  I  lived  behind  the  heterosexual  life  that  I  ‘faked’  
(although   of   course   this   can   be   disputed,   as,   for   instance,   I   did   secretively   search  
information  about  gay  life  on  the  Internet  and  my  eyes  did  secretively  linger  on  guys  
that  I  found  attractive).  It  was  only  after  I  experienced  gay  culture  in  the  UK  that  the  
subjective  feeling  of  living  a  ‘double  life’  became  prominent.     
  
The  ‘double  life’  has  been  exacerbated  since  I  began  my  PhD  programme  in  2015,  as  I  
have  (almost)  totally  embraced  my  homosexuality  in  the  UK,  being  marked  particularly  
by  (1)  sexuality  being  a  focal  point  in  my  PhD  research,  and  (2)  my  being  in  a  long-­‐term  
romantic  relationship  with  a  man.  There  are,  of  course,  considerable  struggles  in  this  
process.  However,  the  consequence  is  that  my  homosexuality  increasingly  becomes  
impossible  to  be  separated  from  other  aspects  of  my  life.  It   is  no  longer  something  
that   is   kept   to  myself;   it   is   now   openly   discussed   and   sometimes   actively   shared.  
Therefore,  unlike  the  gay  men   in  Zheng’s  account  (2015),   I  do  not  need  to   live  the  
‘double  life’  on  a  daily  basis  (e.g.  to  act  as  a  heterosexual  man  at  workplace  during  the  
day  and  then  go  to  gay  bars  or  bathhouse  at  night).  It  only  becomes  a  problem  when  
I  visit  my  family  in  China  (for  about  a  month  each  year),  as  I  am  not  out  to  my  family  
except   for  my  mother.  Yet,   rather  than   ‘coming  out’,   the  confession  to  my  mother  
seems  more  like  taking  her  into  my  closet.  She  refused  to  and  persuaded  me  not  to  
reveal   my   homosexuality   to   any   other   family   members,   including   my   father   and  
brother  (her  reason  was  that  my  father  would  never  tolerate  this).  She  is  sometimes  
even  more  anxious  than  me  about  any  ‘hints’  that  may  give  away  my  homosexuality.  
For  instance,  when  I  visited  home  two  years  ago  she  asked  me  to  take  my  bracelet  off  
before  going  to  a  family  gathering  because  she  thought  it  looked  a  bit  feminine.  For  
my  mother,  it  does  not  matter  what  I  do  when  I  am  in  the  UK,  but  I  must  look  ‘normal’  
in  front  of  the  (extended)  family  in  China.  She  seems  to  be  supportive  about  my  ‘going  
out’  (moving  away  from  the  place  of  my  family  home)  (Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015)  to  the  UK  
as  a  way  of  avoiding  any  possibility  of  the  revelation  of  my  homosexuality  at  home.     
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Thus,  during  the  time  in  China  I  need  to  be  careful  not  to  give  away  my  homosexuality,  
as  demanded  by  myself  and  my  mother.  To  act  heterosexual  is  no  easy  task  as  I  am  
used   to   living   a   homosexual   life   in   the  UK.   In   particular,   I   have   often   experienced  
(although  in  a  relatively  mild  way)  the  ‘Chinese-­‐style  forced  marriage’  (Jeffreys  &  Yu,  
2015)  –   in  the  family  gatherings  that   I  attended  to  whilst   I  am  in  China,  I  am  often  
confronted  with  questions  regarding  romantic  relationships,  especially  from  my  aunts  
and  older  cousins.  The  dilemma  is  that  I  am  no  longer  ashamed  of  being  gay  after  living  
in  the  UK  (where  homosexuality  is  not  only  tolerated  but  also  sometimes  celebrated)  
for  several  years  on  the  one  hand,  and  acutely  aware  that  homosexuality  is  still  widely  
stigmatised  in  China  and  that  my  family  will  not  accept  a  gay  member  on  the  other.  
This  has  become  increasingly  pressing  as  over  the  past  few  years  the  cousins  of  my  
age   and   even   those   younger   than   me   have   married   and   had   children   (for   the  
hegemony   of   heterosexual  marriage   in   China   see   Chapter   4).   Yet   these   situations  
remain  to  a  large  extent  manageable  as  it  is  only  one  or  two  of  such  gatherings  that  I  
need  to  attend  each  time  I  visit  home.  
  
Understanding  about   this   ‘double   life’   that   I   lived,   it   is  not  difficult   to   imagine   the  
struggles  I  experienced  during  the  fieldwork.  It  was  a  relatively  long  period  (compared  
to  my  usual  family  visit)  that  I  stayed  in  China,  where  I  mostly  ‘faked’  a  heterosexual  
life.   I   have   decided   not   to   reveal  my   sexual   identity   for   reasons   that   I  mentioned  
previously.  The  experiences  of  staying  in  the  closet  in  the  field  is  not  unlike  those  in  
front  of  my  family  (and  friends).  For  instance,  my  ‘heterosexual’  life  in  China  is  not  
completely   isolated   from   my   ‘homosexual’   life   in   the   UK,   as   information   and  
communication  technology  allow  me  to  keep  in  touch  with  my  same-­‐sex  partner  in  
the  UK  even  when  I  am  in  China.  This  ‘keeping  in  touch’  often  needed  to  stay  secretive  
in  the  field,  just  as  it  does  when  I  visit  family.  Yet  whilst  I  can  ‘hide’  in  my  own  room  
and  talk  to  my  partner  through  voice  call  or  video  call,  in  the  field  this  posed  a  greater  
challenge  as  there  were  little  private  space  in  the  field  (especially  in  hostels  where  I  
shared   a   room   with   other   guests).   Furthermore,   the   efforts   of   concealing   my  
homosexuality  might   have   affected  my   field   relations.   In   hindsight,   perhaps   to   an  
extent  I  inadvertently  avoided  the  development  of  particularly  close  relations  with  my  
participants   to  minimise   the  possibility  of  accidentally  exposing  my  homosexuality.  
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Significantly,  I  was  occasionally  confronted  questions  regarding  marriage  and  dating  
from  people  I  met  in  the  field,  and  I  attempted  to  address  such  situations  in  a  way  that  
did  not  reveal  my  homosexuality.  These  all  affected  the  fieldwork  to  various  extents.  
In  Chapter  8  I  analyse  in  more  detail  some  of  these  experiences.  
  
5.9  Summary  
  
In   this   chapter   I   have   demonstrated   the   influences   of   (postmodern)   feminism   and  
queer  theory  in  the  epistemological  assumption  underpinning  this  research,  which  in  
turn  has   instructed  the  methodological  procedure.   In  particular,  elements  of  multi-­‐
sited   ethnography   and   autoethnography   are   employed,   as   responses   to   an  
increasingly   globalising   late   modern   world   and   the   ‘crisis   of   representation’   in   a  
postmodern  context  respectively.  The  detailed  account  of  the  fieldwork  is  then  given.  
In  this  account,   I   reflected  on  how  that  the  field-­‐site  is   (re)shaped  as  the  fieldwork  
progressed   and   documented   how   data   were   collected   through   participant  
observation  and  interviews.  Afterwards,  writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry  is  discussed  as  
a   queer   way   of   analysing   the   data   that   allows   me   to   ‘cross’   thematic   analysis,  
Foucauldian  discourse  analysis  and  self-­‐narratives.  I  then  attended  to  issues  in  regard  
to  the  quality  of  the  research  and   research  ethics.  Finally,  a  reflexive  note   is  given  
regarding  my  sexualised  subjectivity  as  a  self-­‐identified  gay  man  living  both  an  open  
homosexual  life  (in  the  UK)  and  a  closeted  life  (in  China).  This  serves  as  a  background  
account  that  enriches  the  analysis  of  being  a  homosexual  hitchhiking  traveller  in  the  
field  (discussed  particularly  in  Chapter  8).  It  is  also  an  account  of  the  position  that  I  
was  in  as  a  researcher.  
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Chapter  6  Troubling  Hitchhiking  Travel  
6.1  Introduction  
  
The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  twofold.  First,  it  is  to  (re)introduce,  that  is,  to  provide  a  
general  understand  of,  hitchhiking  travel  in  China.  In  Chapter  2  I  have  reviewed  the  
studies  on  hitchhiking,  most  of  which,  however,  were  conducted  during  or   shortly  
after  the  counter-­‐culture  period  in  Western  contexts.  It  is  probably  right  to  claim  that  
we  in  fact  know  very  little  about  contemporary  hitchhiking  travel  –  even  less  so  in  non-­‐
Western   contexts.   Although   hitchhiking   travel   in   contemporary   China   has   been  
attended   to   by   a   few   researchers   (e.g.   Deng,   2017;   Fu,   2014),   the   understanding  
provided  by  them  seem  to  be  relatively  crude  and  ungrounded.  As  such,  I  feel  obliged  
to  offer  an  account  of  this  phenomenon  in  contemporary  China  before  I  go  any  further  
in   my   discussion   of   gender   in   hitchhiking   travel.   Second,   and   more   importantly,  
alongside  this  ‘(re)introduction’  of  hitchhiking  I  hope  to  trouble  this  phenomenon  by  
simultaneously  questioning  the  understanding  of  hitchhiking  being  introduced.  This  
dual  approach   is   influenced  by  queer  thinking,  which  has  at   its  heart  the  desire  to  
disrupt  and  make  ‘strange’  the  taken-­‐for-­‐granted.  Thus,  in  the  following  four  sections,  
I  embark  on  the  task  of  troubling  four  aspects  of  hitchhiking  respectively:  the  scene  
(the  context  of  hitchhiking),  the  identity  (of  the  hitchhiking  traveller),  the  practice  (of  
hitching  a  lift),  and  the  relation  (between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver).  These  four  
aspects,   although   discussed   separately,   are   interlinked   through   a   complex  
understanding  of  the  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking  and  thus  always  ‘leaks’  into  one  and  
other.  In  concluding  this  chapter,  I  try  to  bring  these  aspects  together  by  highlighting  
storytelling,   or   in   Mukerji's   (1978)   term,   ‘bullshitting’,   as   discursive   power   that  
produces  the  ‘truth’  of  hitchhiking.     
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6.2  Troubling  the  Scene:  Hitchhiking  Travel  on  South  Sichuan  –Tibet  
Route  
  
This  research  was  conducted  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route,  which  has  become  
a  tourist  attraction  in  its  own  right.  As  mentioned  in  Chapter  5,  independent  travellers  
journey  this  route  through  various  modes.  Besides  the  modes  of  travelling  that  are  
documented  and  studied  by  researchers  such  as  driving,  motor-­‐biking,  cycling,  hiking,  
hitchhiking  (Deng,  2017;  Chen  et  al.,  2016;  Hu,  Li  &  Luo,  2015;  Tan,  2013),  during  the  
fieldwork   I   found  out  that  public  transports  and  commercial  private  transports1   as  
less   unconventional   way   of   travelling   (and   perhaps   therefore   have   intrigued  
researchers  to  a  less  extent)  were  used  widely  by  travellers  on  this  route,  even  those  
engaged  in  the  more  unconventional  modes  of  travel  (as  I  will  attend  to  later).  Meskell  
(2005)  suggested  that  the  participants  in  a  landscape  should  be  understood  as  part  of  
the  landscape.  This  means  that  all  these  travellers  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the  
South   Sichuan   –   Tibet   Route.   From   this   perspective,   to   understand   hitchhiking   on  
South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route2   requires  the  understanding  of  hitchhiking  in  relation  to  
other  modes  of  travel  on  this  route.     
  
The  long  distance,  high  altitude  and  mountainousness  of  this  route  pose  significant  
challenges  especially  for  cyclists  and  hikers.  Such  challenges  make  the  achievement,  
that  is,  completing  the  entire  journey  by  bike  or  on  foot,  appealing  and  accredit  those  
who  attempt  to  achieve  it  pride  (Hu,  Li  &  Luo,  2015;  Zhou,  Yang  &  Liu,  2014).  For  some  
cyclists  and  hikers,  the  completion  of  the  journey  is  considered  as  an  achievement,  
representing  virtues  such  as  perseverance.  For  instance,  on  the  day  I  hitchhiked  from  
                                            
1   By  commercial  private  transports  I  refer  to  the  situations  where  travellers,  whether  they  know  each  other  or  not,  
hire   a   driver   (and   the   vehicle)   to   travel.   Some   drivers   may   also   play   the   role   of   tour   guide,   arranging  
accommodation,  meals  and  places  to  visit.  Such  business/service  is  common  on  this  route,  or  in  fact  in  Sichuan  –  
Tibet  areas,  mainly  due  to  the  limited  public  transports.     
2    While   not   all   the   hitchhiking   travellers   I   met   travelled   on   the   South   Sichuan   –   Tibet   Route,   there   are  
commonalities  among  routes  and  areas  where  hitchhiking  is  recognised  as  a  mode  of  travel  such  as  remoteness  
and  lack  of  public  transport,  usually  being  in  the  west  of  China.  They  often  share  geographical  characteristics  such  
as  long  distance.  While  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  cannot  be  considered  as  representative  for  other  routes  and  
areas  where  hitchhiking  occurs,  it  is  representative  for  this  research  as  it  is  where  this  research  was  conducted  and  
where  I  as  the  researcher  intertwined  with  my  participants.  
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Linzhi  to  Lhasa,  I  met  a  small  group  of  hikers  on  the  road,  one  of  whom  humorously  
said   that   they  would   only   accept   lifts   from   ambulance   or   Rolls-­‐Royce   (fieldnotes,  
02/07/2017).  I  understand  this  as  a  way  to  express  their  determination  to  entirely  rely  
on  hiking,  as  there  was  unlikely  any  Rolls-­‐Royce  on  this  rough  route  and  a  lift  from  an  
ambulance  would  probably  mean  that  they  are  seriously  injured  or  sickened.  The  pride  
of   being   a   hiker   on   the   South   Sichuan   –   Tibet   Route   is   thus   implicated   in   such   an  
expression.  However,  this  pride  is  attributed  to  their  insistence  on  hiking  as  much  as  
to   their   refusal   to   hitchhike.   This   subtle   distinction   is   akin   to   the   traveller/tourist  
distinction  so  earnestly  articulated  in  constructing  an  often  positive  identity  such  as  
backpacker  (O’Reilly,  2005;  Zhang  et  al.,  2017)  and  sustainable  tourist  (Hanna,  2013b).  
Hitchhiking  is  thus  portrayed  as  the  negative  –  a  less  effortful  mode  of  travel  that  is  
not  as  impressive  in  such  a  subtle  comparison  to  hiking  (and  cycling).  This  image  of  
hitchhiking   seems   to   have   an   impact   on   how   hitchhikers   view   themselves,   which  
becomes  most  obvious  when  hitchhikers  are  mistaken  as  hiker  and  their  journeys  are  
complimented  by  others.  For  instance,  one  of  my  participants  Dan  (F,  28)  mentioned  
in  the  interview:     
  
…  those  people  on  the  road  would  ask  us:  did  you  walk  here?  That’s  remarkable!  …  
[I]   felt,   in   fact   we   hadn’t   walked  much,   …   but   others   thought:   wow,   you   are  
hitchhiking  [and  that’s]  very  impressive.  In  fact,  …  we  almost  just  hitched,  rarely  
hiked  …  I  said,  we  mostly  just  hitched,  then,  they  thought  it  was  impressive  that  
we  wore  those  backpacks.  They  weighed  our  backpacks  and  thought  that  we  were  
impressive  …     
  
There  is  of  course  nothing  wrong  with  clarifying  that  one  is  a  hitchhiker  instead  of  a  
hiker  –  whatever  these  terms  mean  for  them  (these  terms  are  not  straightforward  as  
I  will  discuss  later).  However,  a  sense  of  unworthiness  could  be  detected  from  Dan’s  
account  as  arguably  the  further  explanation  was  not  particularly  necessary.  In   fact,  
Dan   once   mentioned   that   they   (her   companion   Yuan   and   herself)   could   not   be  
counted   as   hitchhikers   because   they   “mostly   just   hitched   and   seldom   hiked”  
(fieldnotes,  05/07/2017).  This  feeling  of  unworthiness  implies  a  notion  that  hiking  is  
more   respectable   than   hitchhiking,   which   seems   to   be   built   on   that   the   former  
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requires  much  more  efforts   than   the   latter,  where  efforts  at   once  means   physical  
endeavor.  The  practice  of  hiking  (and  the  heavy  backpacks  too  in  Dan’s  case),  then,  
seems  to  be  able  to  represent  these  respectable  efforts.  In  this  case,  the  feeling  of  
unworthiness  among  (some)  hitchhiking  travellers  may  be  alleviated  by  incorporating  
(more)  hiking  in  the  practice  of  hitchhiking.  As  I  reflected  in  my  fieldnotes:  
  
…Why  do  I  always  hike  for  a  while  before  I  hitch?  Maybe  it  is  because  I  have  been  
doing  it  like  this  for  a  while  and  now  get  accustomed  to  it?  Maybe  it  is  because  I  
want  to  hike  and  take  my  time  to  admire  the  sceneries?  I  think  there  are  many  
factors  for  this,  but  one  important  factor  is  that  I  feel  embarrassed  –  I  do  not  want  
the  lift-­‐givers  to  think  that  I  am  lazy  after  I  got  in  their  cars,  and  I  do  not  want  
people  to  think  that  I  am  lazy  and  that  I  like  taking  advantage  of  others  when  I  
arrived   the   hostels   and   talked   to   other   travellers   or   those   working   in   the  
hostels…This  becomes  very  obvious  in  that  when  I  got  a  lift  and  when  I  talked  to  
other  travellers  in  hostels  or  in  other  places  I  will  always  tell  them  that  I  hike  for  
a  while  before  I  hitch.  (fieldnotes,  29/06/2017)  
  
It   is   important   to   note   that   in   this   excerpt,   hitchhiking   is   associated  with   not   only  
‘being   lazy’   (if   not   hiking   long   enough)   but   also   ‘taking   advantage   of   others’,   a  
comment  elicited  from  the  practice  of  asking  for  (free)  lifts.  Whilst  the  laziness  may  
be  made  less  relevant  through  incorporating  more  hiking  in  the  practice  of  hitchhiking,  
perhaps  taking  advantage  of  others  is  not  a  label  that  hitchhikers  can  easily  get  rid  of  
as   the   core   of   hitchhiking   is   presumably   asking   for   lifts.   Rinvolucri   (1974,   p.58)  
summarised   the   logic   behind   this   well:   as   the   hitchhiker   travels   without   paying,  
“therefore  he  [sic]  has  no  money,  so  he  hasn’t  earned  any,  therefore  he  doesn’t  intend  
to  earn  any  …  etc.”  (p.58).  In  my  research,  although  it  seems  many  of  the  hitchhikers  
that  I  met  were  with  relatively  high  consumption  ability,  hitchhiking  is  nevertheless  
often  understood  as  a  way  of  low  budget  travel  among  and  beyond  the  hitchhiking  
travellers   (Deng,  2017;  Fu,  2014).  As  one   driving   tourist   that   I  met   commented  on  
hitchhiking:  
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low  budget  travel?  Stay  home  if  you  don’t  have  money  …  (fieldnotes,  26/06/2017,  
his  original  words)  
  
In  fact,  for  many  getting  free  rides  matches  the  idea  of  ‘low  budget’  in  backpacking  
(although  again  it  is  generally  considered  that  Chinese  backpackers  often  has  a  more  
abundant  budget  than  their  Western  counterparts,  e.g.  Zhu,  2009).  Once  hitchhiking  
and   backpacking   are   linked   through   this,   the   connotation   of   ‘taking   advantage   of  
others’  induced  by  the  practice  of  getting  (free)  lifts  extends  to  include  behavior  such  
as  getting  free  foods  and  drinks,  sometimes  even  accommodation,  from  the  lift-­‐givers  
–  anything  that  may  serve  the  purpose  of  spending  less.  For  instance,  one  traveller  I  
met   during  my   later   stay   in   Litang   (S6)   expressed   his   dislike   for   a   hitchhiker  who  
proudly  talked  about  that  he  was  invited  to  a  Tibetan  lift-­‐giver’s  house  and  given  some  
Tibetan  butter  tea  and  ‘mo’  (a  type  of  bread):  “he  didn’t  pay  for  those,  what  was  he  
so  proud  of”  (fieldnotes,  27/07/2017).     
  
This  negative  representation  of  hitchhiking  being  both  ‘lazy’  and  ‘taking  advantages  
from  others’  in  relation  to  other  modes  of  travel  on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  was  
summarised  well  in  one  of  my  interviewee  Gao’s  (M,  21)  account:  
  
…  generally  cycling,  because  they  are  very  exhausted,  [they]  can  only  cycle  100  
kilometres,  that’s  when  they  tried  really  hard.  …  We  hitching  …  first  are  not  as  
tired  as  them  …  we  hitch  for  a  day,  …  [those]  like  me  hitch  relatively  less,  [can]  
hitch  200  kilometres,  that’s  twice  …  their  [the  cyclists’]  distance  …  Then,  like  those  
who  hitch  faster,  he/she  can  arrive  Litang  [from  Chengdu]  in  two  days,  that’s  a  
few  times  of  theirs  [the  cyclists’  distance].  …  you  do  not  put  into  much  efforts  …  
and  travel  this  far,  what’s  the  meaning  for  you  to  travel  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route.  
And  you  hitch  others’  cars.  And  …  the  common  practices  among  backpackers  are  
not  good.  Some  take  for  granted  the  foods  and  drinks  from  the  drivers  …  as  the  
cyclists  see  it  …  this  is  getting  something  out  of  nothing.  ...  the  motor-­‐bikers  look  
down  upon  [hitchhikers]  too.  Motor-­‐bikers  travel  almost  the  same  distance  as  us,  
but  they  need  to  pay  for  the  petrol  …  so  hitchhike[rs]  are  the  most  despised  group  
on  [South]  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route.  (interview  with  Gao)  
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While  Gao  only  makes  explicit  comparison  of  hitchhiking  to  cycling  and  motor-­‐biking,  
the  logic  behind  can  be  easily  extended  to  other  modes  of  travel  such  as  hiking,  driving  
and  public  or  commercial  private  transport.  Thus,  on  this  route  hitchhiking  journey  is  
finally   spoken   as   unearned   due   the   lack   of   physical   endeavour   and   financial  
investments.  Certainly,  there  are  disputes  on  whether  hitchhiking  journey  is  indeed  
something  unearned,  which  is  shown  in  the  interview  with  Yong  (M,  22)  and  Fan  (F,  
26),  who  were  travel  companions  and  interviewed  together:  
  
Me:  Why  did  you  run  [to  it  when  a  car  stopped]?  
Yong:  …  perhaps  it  is,  when  you  do  something  and  put  efforts  into  it,  the  joy  of  
success  …  
Fan:  …  there  is  no  efforts  
Yong:  no  efforts,  but  we  feel  (interrupted  by  Fan)  
Fan:  I  think  it  is  hope/wish,  [because]  the  hope/wish  is  answered  
Yong:  it  counts  …  we  put  into  something,  we  put  into  our  time,  waiting  there,  [we]  
also  put  efforts  into  overcoming  the  embarrassment  …     
(interview  with  Yong  &  Fan)  
  
For  Yong,  the  notion  of  efforts  is  considered  as  overcoming  various  ‘tasks’  during  the  
course  of  hitchhiking   (rather   than  merely  physical  endeavor).   In   fact,  hitchhiking   is  
widely  thought  as  something  that  requires  deliberate  and  continuous  study  to  achieve  
true  mastery  (see  detailed  discussion  in  Section  6.4).  For  some  hitchhikers  the  mastery  
of  the  art  of  hitchhiking  even  functions  as  a  sign  of  self-­‐development.  For  instance,  in  
my   conversation   with   a   young   man   I   met   in   Lhasa   who   hitchhiked   before,   he  
mentioned   that   the   practice   of   asking   others   for   a   lift   could   help   one   to,   through  
forcing  oneself  to  overcome  the  embarrassment  and  reluctance  when  signaling  for  a  
lift   (especially   for   the   first   time,   this   was   also   mentioned   by   many   participants),  
become  more  ‘thick-­‐skinned’,  which  according  to  him  is  something  important  for  both  
the  success  of  hitchhiking  and  one’s  career  development.  He  also  took  particular  pride  
in  that  he  could  continually  chat  with  the  lift-­‐givers  throughout  long  distant  journeys  
as   he   considered   this   as   a   reflection   of   his   excellent   social   skills   (fieldnotes,  
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07/07/2018).  Moreover,   it   is  maintained   that   there   is   a   principle   of   reciprocity   in  
hitchhiking,  which  means  that  the  hitchhiker  in  fact  gives  something  back  to  the  lift-­‐
giver.  In  fact,  as  I  will  show  later,  reciprocity  (or  at  least  the  sense  of  it)  is  an  important,  
and  considerably  disputed,  aspect  in  hitchhiking  travel  (see  Section  6.5).  
  
Nevertheless,  these  senses  of  adventure,  ingenuity  and  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking  are  
constantly  challenged  by  the  condemnation  of   ‘being  lazy’  or   ‘taking  advantages  of  
others’  in  its  comparison  to  other  modes  of  travel  on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route.  As  
a  matter  of  fact,  these  condemnations  attack  precisely  adventure  and  ingenuity,  and  
silence  reciprocity.  In  the  above  case  where  the  traveller  disliked  the  hitchhiker,  while  
the   invitation  and   the   free   refreshments   is  probably   the   source  of   the   hitchhiker’s  
pride,  whether  as  a  reward  of  his  resourcefulness  and  charisma  during  his  interaction  
with  the  lift-­‐givers,  or  as  an  enchanting  story  of  encounter  with  genuine  and  generous  
people  that  can  ignite  his  hitchhiking  adventure  (Mukerji,  1978);  it  was  exactly  these  
same   things   that   was   disapproved:   he   did   not   pay   for   those.   The   possibility   of  
reciprocity,  as  can  be  seen,  is  violently  ruled  out  also  in  this  very  comment.  
  
Interestingly,  such  condemnations  are  not  operated  in  one  way  as  the  pride  taken  by,  
say,  the  hikers,  can  be  also  challenged  by  hitchhikers  or  those  favour  hitchhiking.  For  
instance,  the  driver  who  gave  Yi  (F,22)  and  I  a  lift  from  Litang  to  Chengdu  commented  
that  those  who  insisted  to  hike  the  entire  route  were  foolish  to  waste  a  few  precious  
months  of  their  life  to  do  such  a  meaningless  thing  as  they,  unlike  those  ventured  into  
the  unexplored  where  walking  is  the  only  possible  way  of  travel,  merely  followed  a  
man-­‐made  road.  On  the  contrary,  he  conceded  that  hitchhiking,  allowing  the  travellers  
to  slow  down  and  hike  or  speed  up  and  hitch  as  they  wish,  is  a  good  way  to  journey  
the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  (fieldnotes,  14/08/2017,  this  view  is  adopted  by  Yi,  
which  was  shown  in  her  interview).  In  this  case,  the  respectable  perseverance  signified  
by  the  insistence  to  hike  the  entire  route  was  articulated  as  ‘wild-­‐goose  chase’.  This  
charge   of   hiking   also   powerfully   counterattacks   the   condemnation   of   hitchhiking  
being  lazy  as  to  this  point  it  seems  that  hitchhikers  are  applauded  for  ‘being  lazy  in  a  
smart  way’.     
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Hitchhiking,  at  least  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route,  is  easily,  if  not  necessarily,  
interpreted  in  relation  to  the  other  modes  of  travel  (and  vice  versa).  This  tendency  
renders  that  the  understanding  of  hitchhiking  travel  cannot  be  entirely  independent  
of  that  of  other  modes  of  travel  on  this  route.  In  particular,  the  account  of  the  driver  
who   gave   Yi   and   I   a   lift   shows   how   the   notion   of   hitchhiking   (as   lazy   and   taking  
advantages   of   others)   can   be   challenged   when   a   certain   assumption   about   other  
forms  of  travel  (the  praise  for  physical  efforts  and  insistence  in  hiking)  is  called  into  
question.  Thus,  the  ways  in  which  hitchhiking  is  seen  may  be  altered.  In  this  sense,  
whilst  the  notion  of  hitchhiking  being  ‘lazy’  and  ‘taking  advantage  of  others’  seems  
widely   shared   by   various   individuals   to   various   extents,   it   nevertheless   cannot   be  
taken  for  granted.  The  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking  travel  on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  
Route  is  a  field  of  contention,  due  to  the  relativity  of  the  scene  it  is  situated  in  (and  
not  to  mention  the  diversity  among  hitchhiking  travellers  themselves).  
  
6.3  Troubling  the  Identity:  Becoming  a  Hitchhiking  Traveller  
  
When  I  made  clear  in  the  methodology  chapter  that  the  only  inclusion  criterion  for  my  
participants  is  the  practice  of  hitchhiking  (for  touristic  purposes),  I  already  had  in  mind  
that  hitchhikers  are  hitchhikers  only  to  the  extent  that  they  hitchhike  –  a  somewhat  
Butlerian  (1990;  1993)  understanding  of  hitchhiker  identity  where  the  identity  is  the  
effect   of   the   practice.  However,   during  my   time   in   the   field   I   grew   to   notice   that  
becoming   a   hitchhiker   is   not   as   straightforward   as   such.  Whilst   I   still   consider   the  
inclusion  criterion  appropriate,  I  believe  it  is  necessary  to  further  discuss  what  makes  
one  a  hitchhiker.  Consider  Dan’s  (F,  28)  statement  that  she  was  not  hitchhiker  because  
she  mainly  hitched  and  rarely  hiked.  She  indicated  that  ‘hiking’  instead  of  ‘hitching’  
should  remain  as  the  principal  mode  of  travel  in  ‘hitchhiking’  (interview  with  Dan).  In  
addition,  Gao  (M,  21)  mentioned  the  notions  of  ‘pure  hitching  (chun  da)’  and  ‘pure  
hiking   (chun   tu)’   (fieldnotes,   12/08/2017),   with   the   former   denoting   those  
merely/mostly  hitch  and  the  latter  merely/mostly  hike  (interview  with  Gao).  In  these  
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cases,  the  practices  of  ‘hitchhiking’,  ‘hiking’  and  ‘hitching’3   seem  to  be  rendered  as  
distinguishable   through   the   proportions   of   ‘hitching’   and   ‘hiking’,   an   idea   that   has  
been  implicated  by  Deng  (2017),  who  defined  ‘hitchhiking’  as  a  mode  of  travel  that  
combines   both   ‘hitching’   and   ‘hiking’   (hence   rendering   them   distinguishable).  
However,  this  induces  even  more  disastrous  effects  on  the  distinctions  among  these  
three  labels,  as  who  is  to  decide  whether  the  proportion  is  measured  through  time  or  
distance,  against  the  ‘hitching/hiking’  of  the  same  hitchhiker  or  against  that  of  other  
hitchhikers.     
  
Such  an  ambiguity  is  intensified  when  taking  into  consideration  ‘other’  travellers  (e.g.  
cyclists)  who  hitchhiked.  Do  they  become  hitchhiking  travellers  too  because  of  their  
practices  of  hitchhiking?  During  my  fieldwork  I  noticed  that  hitchhiking  was  practiced  
by  a  wide  range  of  ‘other’  travellers  for  various  reasons.  For  instance,  some  cyclists  
hitchhiked   due   to   reasons   such   as   the   breakdown   of   the   bike   or,   physical   injury.  
Admittedly   for   cyclists   it   is   less   convenient   to   change   between   cycling   and   other  
modes  of  travel  as  they  carry  with  them  a  bike.  Changing  between  public  transports  
and  hitchhiking,  on  the  other  hand,  is  more  convenient  and  seemed  to  happen  more  
often.  For  example,  my  participant  Xu  (M,  28)  changed  between  public  transport  and  
hitchhiking  time  and  again  throughout  his  journey  because  the  former  was  limited  in  
some  areas  he  travelled:     
  
Hitchhiking  was  just,  because  I  [wanted  to  travel]  from  Basu  to  Bomi  …  I  had  a  
look   at   coaches,   there   were   none,   so   I   hitchhiked   …Later   my   thoughts   [on  
hitchhiking]  changed,  but  later  really  [in]  many  cases  of  hitchhiking  [I]  was  in  a  
mood   of   [looking   for]   fun,   or   [that]   I   wanted   to   hitchhike,   I   wanted   to  
experience.  …  But  [I]  was  not  particularly  determined,  like,  I  had  to  hitchhike,  I  
cannot  not  hitchhike,  I  determined  not  to  use  other  modes  of  travel.  It  was  not  
like  that  (interview  with  Xu)  
  
                                            
3   These  three  terms  all  have  their  corresponding  Chinese  terms  in  the  language  shared  by  most  of  my  participants:  
tu  da  (hitchhiking),  tu  bu  (hiking)  and  da  che  (hitching) 
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Many  hitchhiking  travellers  I  met  in  the  field  engaged  in  multiple  modes  of  travel.  Even  
those  who  hitchhiked  (or  indeed  hiked  and  cycled)  the  entire  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  
Route  (or  other  routes)  often  relied  on  other  systems  of  transport,  especially  flights  
and  trains  to  arrive  at  and  leave  the  route  (perhaps  this  should  remind  us  that  slow  
tourism  often  co-­‐exists  with  fast  mobilities,  Dickinson  &  Lumsdon,  2010).  Certainly,  in  
cases  concerning  the  ‘other’  travellers,  identification  through  the  practice  can  still  be  
applied,  though  in  a  more  specific  sense  –  we  can  see  them  as  ‘hitchhikers’  when  and  
only  when  they  practiced  ‘hitchhiking’.     
  
Yet  if  these  ‘other’  travellers  can  be  viewed  as  ‘hitchhikers’  based  on  their  practice  of  
‘hitchhiking’,   regardless   of   the   ambiguity   of   this   term,   for   what   reasons   that   they  
remain  as  ‘other’?  For  what  reasons  that  one,  say  a  ‘cyclist’,  who  ‘hitchhike’  remains  
as  a  ‘cyclist’  but  does  not  become  both  a  ‘cyclist’  and  a  ‘hitchhiker’4?  Furthermore,  
insomuch  as  the  distinction  among  ‘hitchhiking’,  ‘hiking’  and  ‘hitching’  is  tenuous  as  
discussed   previously,   is   it   not   that   one   who   hitchhike/hike/hitch   can   be   seen   all  
‘hitchhiker’,   ‘hiker’  and   ‘hitcher’?   In  the  case  of  Dan’s  clarifying  that  they  were  not  
‘hitchhiking’  but  ‘hitching’,  the  clarification  can  only  make  sense  to  the  extent  that  the  
former  and  the  latter  cannot  be  each  other,  which  delivers  a  sense  of  exclusion.  Butler  
(1990;  1993;  2004)  has  repeatedly  emphasised  this  force  of  exclusion  that  constitutes  
the  subject  by  producing  ‘a  constitutive  outside  to  the  subject,  an  abjected  outside,  
which  is,  after  all,  “inside”  the  subject  as  its  own  founding  repudiation’  (1993,  p.3).  It  
becomes  clear  that  the  identity  of  hitchhiker  (or  other  identities  of  travellers  on  South  
Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route)   is   to  a  degree  established   through  abjection.   Such   identity,  
however,  can  never  become  absolute  as  the  constituted  and  abjected  outside  always  
remains  as  a  spectre  that  threaten  to  expose  the  relations  between  the  subject  and  
its  inseparable  abjected  ‘other’,  which  in  this  case,  is  the  tenuous  distinctions  among  
‘hitchhiking’,  ‘hiking’  and  ‘hitchhiking’,  and  the  porous  boundary  between  ‘hitchhiker’  
and  ‘other’  travellers  who  hitchhike  on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route.     
  
                                            
4   Although  one  may  argue  that  the  romanticisation  is  due  to  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  as  a  symbolic  route  
for  this  rite  de  passage,  hitchhiking  travel  as  discussed  earlier  is  not  separable  from  this  route.  
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This  force  of  exclusion  does  not  simply  operate  at  the  single  level  that  concerns  about  
whether   one   hitchhike   or   not.   I   noticed   in   the   field   and   through   interviews   that  
hitchhiking  is  often  viewed  as  a  romantic  way  of  travel,   like   it  was  for  many  young  
people  in  the  third  quarter  of  last  century  in  the  West  (Mahood,  2014;  2016;  2018;  
Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974).  For  instance,  Qing  (F,  22)  stated:     
  
…  I  think  this  way  of  travel  [hitchhiking]  is  really  cool.  Usually  [I]  travel  by  train,  
flight  or  other  modes  of  travel  and  had  never  tried  hitchhiking,  so  I  wanted  to  go  
on  a  trip  when  I  graduated  [from  college],  which  is  about  hitchhiking  on  318.  
  
In  Qing’s  account,  hitchhiking   is  not  only  thought  as  a   ‘cool’  way  to  travel  but  also  
narrated  as  something  that  marks  the  life  event  of  graduation,  serving  almost  as  a  rite  
de  passage  (for  hitchhiking  being  a  rite  de  passage,  see  particularly  Mahood,  2014).     
  
The  two  books  and  the  documentary  produced  by  Liu  and  Gu  (Liu,  2011;  Gu,  2012)  
about  their  hitchhiking  journey  from  Beijing  to  Berlin  were  mentioned  by  a  number  of  
participants,  among  whom  Ming  (M,  26)  and  Lu  (F,  24)  in  the  interviews  affirmed  that  
they  aspired  to  this  mode  of  travel  because  of  the  documentary.  Hitchhiking  is  deeply  
romanticised   in   Liu   and   Gu’s   accounts.   Such   romanticisation   has   similarities   to  
(perhaps  roots   in)  what  Packer   (2008)  termed  as   ‘romance  of  the   road’  during  the  
counter-­‐culture  period,  in  that  their  (re)presentations  of  the  hitchhiking  journey  (in  
the   documentary   and   in   the   books)   carry  with   them   senses   of   escape,   adventure,  
freedom  and  authenticity  (it  is  not  a  coincident  that  Liu  and  Gu  both  mentioned  that  
they  liked  On  the  Road  by  Kerouac,  1955/2008).  Though  not  every  hitchhiker  referred  
to  Liu  and  Gu’s  journey  as  their  inspiration,  the  romantic  notions  such  as  ‘adventure’  
and   ‘freedom’   are   implicated   in   the   hitchhiking   journeys   of   many.   Experienced  
hitchhiking  traveller  Chen’s  (M,  36)  account  is  exemplary  for  such  implications:  
  
Because  I  like  those  that  are  unpredictable,  I  like  those  that  are  challenging.  I  am  
not  a  fan  of  those,  like  having  everything  planned  before  leaving  home.  I  prefer  
the   feeling   of   taking   things   as   they   come.   So   for  me,   [it   is   about]   hiking   and  
hitching,  and  getting  lift  from  different  vehicles,  meeting,  meeting  new  friends,  
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and   at   the   same   time,   travelling   to   new   places.   And   then,   everything   is  
unpredictable  and  new.  This  for  me,  (short  pause),  I,  I  feel  that  perhaps  I  prefer  
such  ways  of  travel  
  
Nevertheless,   romanticisation   of   hitchhiking   is   far   from   universal   as   hitchhiking   is  
perceived   differently   by   individuals   and   individuals   hitchhike   for   different   reasons.  
Any  generalisation  of  romance  or  other  elements  as  the  essence  of  hitchhiking  would  
inevitably  produce  an  abjected  outside  that  exposes  the  volatility  of  the  identity  of  
hitchhiker.   For   instance,   Mao   (M,   29),   who   had   both   hitchhiked   and   gave   lifts 5 ,  
mentioned  an  experience  of   picking  up  a  hitchhiker  who  was   reluctant   to   interact  
during  the  lift.  He  commented:     
  
…  he  just  sat  there  silently.  He  just,  er,  hitchhiked  for  the  sake  of  hitchhiking,  for,  
for  the  sake  of  hurrying  his  journey  (interview  with  Mao)  
  
Later   in   the   interview,   Mao   stated   that   for   travellers   like   this,   the   meaning   of  
hitchhiking  was  completely  lost.  His  comments  not  only  exclude  a  certain  number  of  
hitchhikers  that  do  not  valorise  the  interaction  with  the  lift-­‐givers  but  also  presume  
that  there  is  some  essence  that  defines  hitchhiking.  This  meaning  which  is  articulated  
differently  by  different   individuals,  however,   if  put  under  a  Butlerian  critique,   is  an  
illusionary  effect  of  performativity  or  citationality  (1990;  1993).     
  
The  romanticised  image  of  hitchhiking,  unsurprisingly,  resembles  that  of  backpacking,  
which,  according  to  Zhang  et  al.  (2017),  is  crucial  for  the  induction  of  some  individuals’  
becoming  of  (potential)  backpackers.  In  fact,  for  some  (potential)  Chinese  backpackers  
the  participation  in  hitchhiking  “represented  a  very  different  travel  activity  from  mass  
tourists”   (p.117).   In   this   case,   the  mechanism  of  abjection   is  also  apparent,   as   the  
dissociation  from  conventional  tourists  (anti-­‐tourism),  and  later  the  dissociation  from  
conventional  backpackers,  within  the  backpacking  community  are  considered  as  an  
                                            
5   This  support  the  instability  of  the  identity  in  a  different  way.  It  shows  that  one  can  be  both  the  hitchhiker  and  
the  lift-­‐giver  (although  not  at  the  same  time).  
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element  of  the  construction  of  backpacker  identity  (Welk,  2004).  To  this  point,  it  may  
be   argued   that   individuals’   embarking   on   hitchhiking   was   a   stage   of   becoming   a  
backpacker  as  much  as  a  hitchhiker.  This  relation  to  ‘backpacker’,  however,  seems  to  
perplex  ‘hitchhiker’  as  an  identity,  especially  when  those  travel  on  the  South  Sichuan  
–  Tibet  Route  by  other  modes  such  as  hiking  (and  perhaps  to  a  less  extent  cycling)  may  
also  be  understood  as  backpackers  as  much  as  hikers  and  cyclists.  In  this  sense,  the  
notion  of  ‘hitchhiker’  (as  well  as  those  of  ‘hiker’  and  ‘cyclist’)  per  se  may  be  seen  as  
merely  a  label  attached  to  those  backpackers  who  hitchhike  (or  hike/cycle)  (such  an  
understanding   is   implicated   in   Deng’s   understanding   of   hitchhiking   as   a   way   of  
backpacking,   see  Deng,  2017).  This  understanding,  however,   to  an  extent  deprives  
hitchhiking  meanings  other   than   the   ‘romance  of   the   road’   rooted   in   the   counter-­‐
culture  ideas  (which  is  crucial  to  backpacking  culture),  such  as  its  utility  (see  Section  
6.4)  and  sociality  (see  Section  6.5).     
  
Before  ending  this  section,  I’d  like  to  further  problematise  the  notion  of  ‘hitchhiking’  
by  looking  at  two  situations.  The  first  one  concerns  whether  the  lifts  have  to  be  free  
of  charge  in  hitchhiking.  I  had  encountered  some  drivers  who  stopped  and  expressed  
that  they  could  offer  a  paid  lift  (also  see  Fu,  2014).  Many  hitchhiking  travellers  that  I  
met,  including  myself,  would  usually  decline  such  lifts,  the  reasons  for  which  varied.  
But  the  notion  that  a  paid  lift  does  not  count  as  hitchhiking  seemed  to  have  a  role  to  
play,  which  can  be  reflected  in  Zhao’s  (M,  21)  account:  
  
I  was  worried  then  that  he  [a  driver  who  stopped]  may  asked  me  for  money.  …  
was   worried   that   he   did   not   understand   my   intention.   My   intention   was   to  
hitchhike.  …  I  told  him  my  intention,  I  said,  I  wanted  to  travel  by  hitchhiking  for  
free  (interview  with  Zhao)  
  
Yet  there  were  those  who  were  willing  to  pay.  For  instance,  Xu  (M,  28),  who  changed  
between   hitchhiking   and   public   transport,   reported   that   he   sometimes   paid   a  
reasonable  amount  of  money  for  the  given  lifts.  He  said:  
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[Hitchhiking]  was  only  a  way  to  arrive  the  destination.  Then,  em,  er,  for  me,  [I]  
didn’t  think  hitchhiking  was  the  best  [way],  or,  or,  that  I  didn’t  want  to  pay  [for  
the  rides],  I,  I  didn’t  have  such  an  idea  …  (interview  with  Xu)  
  
Although  monetary  payment  may  occur  within  hitchhiking  in  the  name  of  sharing  the  
petrol  fees,  Xu’s  case  certainly  challenges  the  taken-­‐for-­‐granted  notion  of  ‘hitchhiking’  
and   blurs   particularly   the   boundary   between   hitchhiking   and   commercial   private  
transport,  as  such  monetary  payment,  as  I  will  discuss  later,  has  such  drastic  impact  
on  the  relation  between  the  ‘hitchhiker’  and  the  ‘lift-­‐giver  that  it  becomes  difficult  to  
decide  whether  they  can  still  be  called  those  names.     
  
The  second  situation   is,   interestingly,   the   inverse  of  the  first  one:  while   in  the  first  
situation  the  lift  is  obtained  on  the  road  by  the  hitchhiker  (unplanned)  and  paid  for;  in  
the  second  one  the  lift  is  obtained  not  on  the  road  or/and  not  by  the  hitchhiker  and  
not  paid  for.  For  instance,  Xu  and  I  got  a  lift  from  a  guest  in  the  hostel  we  stayed.  In  
fact,  that  hitchhikers  getting  lifts  in  the  hostels  is  quite  common  as  I  witnessed  during  
my  fieldwork.  Sometimes  the  hostel  owners  or  other  people  in  the  hostel  ask  for  the  
lift  for  the  hitchhikers,  that  is,  they  introduce  those  guests  who  were  driving  and  had  
seats  available  to  hitchhikers.  Some  hostels  have  notice  board  that  travellers  can  pose  
information  about   looking   for   travel   companions   (including   lift-­‐givers).   In  addition,  
with  the  widespread  use  of   Internet,   the  act  of  asking  for  a   lift  can  also  take  place  
online.  There  were  online  platforms  (e.g.  tu  da  ba6)  and  mobile  apps  (e.g.  tu  you)  that  
can  be,  and  are  commonly  used,  by  hitchhiking  travellers  to  look  for  travel  companions  
(also  see  Deng,  2017),  where  they  sometimes  look  for  lift-­‐givers  as  well.  This  in  a  way  
supports  that  (mobile)  technology  has  been  increasingly  adapted  among  backpackers  
(Hannam  &  Diekmann,  2010;  Molz  &  Paris,  2015;  Paris,  2012),  particularly  Chinese  
backpackers  (McKenna,  Cai  &  Tuunanen,  2018).  Further,  the  hostels  as  well  as  these  
websites  and  apps  are  not  uncommonly  where  the  lift-­‐givers  look  for  hitchhikers  too.  
Indeed,  hitchhikers  are  not  necessarily  the  one  who  initiate.  I  have  heard  about  and  
                                            
6   Link:  https://tieba.baidu.com/f?kw=%CD%BD%B4%EE&fr=ala0&tpl=5&traceid=  (latest  access:  June  2019)  
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witnessed  cases  where  drivers   looked  for  travellers,   including  hitchhikers,   to  travel  
with.  Some  of  my  participants  even  reported  that  they  had  been  offered  lifts  when  
walking   on   the   road   without   signaling   (this   may   also   reflect   the   commonality   of  
hitchhiking  on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route,  to  the  extent  that  drivers  passing  by  may  
assume   those   on   the   road   are   hitchhiking).   These   practices   and   situations   again  
trouble   the   notion   of   ‘hitchhiking’,   reminding   us   that   hitchhiking   is   never   an  
unequivocal  practice.     
  
As  such,  while  research  such  as  Carlson’s   (1972)  categorisation  of  various  forms  of  
hitching   and   Miller’   (1973)   typology   for   different   kinds   of   road   travellers   (who  
hitchhiked)  has  attempted  to  demonstrate  the  multiplicity  of  hitchhiking  in  their  own  
contexts,  such  categorisation  and  typology,  however  complicated  they  may  be,  are  
destined  to  fail  in  encapsulating  the  heterogeneity  and  fluidity  of  hitchhiking  and  the  
identity  of  hitchhiker.  The  constitutive  and  abjected  outside  of   these  category  and  
typology  always  threatens  to  expose  the  complication  of  becoming  a  hitchhiker,  which  
exceeds  the  capacity  of  any  single  research  project.     
  
6.4  Troubling  the  Practice:  The  Art  of  Hitchhiking  
  
In  Zhang  et  al.’s  (2017)  study,  hitchhiking  is  merely  mentioned  as  something  that  is  
practiced   by   Chinese   backpackers,   something   that  might   serve   to   constitute   their  
identity,  as  if  the  practice  itself  requires  little  or  no  clarification.  However,  the  practice  
of  hitchhiking,  as  I  already  alluded  in  the  previous  sections,  is  not  as  straightforward  
as  it  may  seem.  Importantly,  the  published  or  unpublished  guides  for  hitchhiking  (e.g.  
Wood  &  Welsh,  1996;  König,  2013)  and  the  tips  and  tricks  from  (online)  hitchhiking  
communities   (e.g.   hitchwiki.org)   imply   that   there   are   something   that   can,   and  
sometimes  need  to,  be  learned  about  and  applied  to  the  practice  of  hitchhiking  (also  
see  Carlson,  1972),  which  I  refer  to  as  tactics  in  the  practice  of  hitchhiking  (see  Chapter  
2).  This  is  similar  in  contemporary  China.  As  I  have  mentioned  in  Chapter  2  that  tactics  
of  hitchhiking  can  be  easily  searched  for  online   in  China.   In  Fu’s   (2014)  and  Deng’s  
(2017)  account,  it  is  also  implied  (although  not  being  further  discussed)  that  there  are  
such   tactics  shared  among  Chinese  hitchhiking  travellers   (e.g.  Deng   suggested   that  
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hitchhiking  in  large  group  would  usually  fail  as  the  vehicle  that  usually  stopped  were  
private  cars  which  could  not  accommodate  too  many  people;  this  indirectly  indicates  
the  tactic  of  hitchhiking  in  small  groups).  During  my  fieldwork  I  also  noticed  similar  
notions  of  tactics  circulating  among  hitchhiking  travellers  on  the  road.  Gao  (M,  21)  
who  self-­‐claimed  as  an  experienced  backpacker  stated:  
  
There  are  some  tactics  in  hitching  …  generally  it  is  best  to  hitch  with  companions,  
because  hitching  alone  is  not  that  safe  …  especially  for  a  girl,  …  best  combination  
for  hitching  is  a  boy  and  a  girl  …  er,  generally  uphill  side  is  better  for  hitching  …  
downhill   side   [is]  not  as  good  …  uphill   side   is   easier   for  he/she   [the  driver]   to  
stop  …   it   is   not   easy   to   get   a   lift   on   curved   roads  …   choose   straight   road   for  
hitching,  it  is  easy  to  get  a  lift  on  straight  road  …  (interview  with  Gao)  
  
This  account  provides  some  examples  of  the  tactics  of  hitchhiking  in  the  context  of  my  
research,  although   it  covers  merely  a   fraction  of  them.   It  is  worth  noting  that  such  
tactics,  even  tactics  concerns  the  very  same  element  in  hitchhiking,  are  not  necessarily  
unified   in   different   accounts.   In   fact,   they   are   often   nuanced   and   occasionally  
conflicting.  Take  the  signs  used  to  signal  a  lift  as  an  example.  Three  signs  seem  to  be  
most   recognised   among  my   participants:   thumbing,  waving,   and   placards   (written  
signs).  In  particular,  using  placard  (indicating  direction  or  destination)  is  regarded  by  
some  participants  as  a  useful  tactic  because  it  raises  the  odds  of  getting  lifts:     
  
But  we  will  hold  a  placard  …  telling  others  your  destination,  [will  make  it]  easier  
to  get  lifts  (interview  with  Yong,  M,  22  &  Fan,  F,  26)  
  
Nevertheless,   some   participants   indicate   that   a   placard   may   be   unnecessary.   For  
instance,  my  participant  Jiao  (F,  21)  used  placards  at  first  but  later  became  to  realise  
it  did  not  make  much  difference:     
  
…  Those  drivers  who  give  lifts  must  have  known  [about  hitchhiking]  already,  or  
[they]  drive  on  318  national  highway  …  our  destinations  are  mostly  on  this  road,  
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generally  the  drivers  who  stop  will  be  on  this  road  anyway,  so  there  is  no  need  to  
write  [a  placard].  (interview  with  Jiao)  
  
Furthermore,  there  are  disputes  on  the  (most)  ‘appropriate’  sign  for  signalling  a  lift.  
For   instance,   I   heard   a   traveller   say   that   the   best   sign   (presumably   in   terms   of   its  
effectiveness  of  getting  lifts)  to  use  in  Tibetan  area  was  to  put  the  palms  together  –  
similar  to  a  Namaste  gesture.  In  addition,  the  driver  gave  Yi  and  I  a  lift  from  Litang  to  
Chengdu  mentioned  during  our   conversation   that   thumbing,   the   iconic   sign,  was  a  
gesture   of   begging   in   Tibetan   area   and   hand-­‐waving  was  more   appropriate.   Later  
when  my   research   became   the   topic   of   our   conversation,   this   driver,   in   a   slightly  
scornful   tone,   commented   that   it   was   surprising   that   as   someone   who   studied  
hitchhiking  I  did  not  even  know  the  (appropriate)  sign.  Nonetheless,  I  learned  from  a  
Tibetan  woman  who  I  shared  a  ride  with  that  thumbing  is  widely  used  when  signalling  
for   lifts   among   Tibetans   although   she   confessed   that   she   only   asked   for   rides   at  
checkpoints7   and  had  never  thumbed  for  lifts  herself.  Such  controversy  on  a  single  
element   of   hitchhiking   shows   that   hitchhiking   is   not   a   practice   that   can   be   easily  
pinpointed.  In  this  sense,  it  may  not  be  that  surprising  after  all  that  I  did  not,  and  still  
do  not,  know  the  ‘appropriate’  sign  for  signalling  a  lift  (I  used  thumbing  by  the  way),  
even  though  I  study  the  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking  –  perhaps  it  is  exactly  because  I  
study  this  phenomenon  that  I  cannot,  and  refuse  to  name  a  sign  as  most  ‘appropriate’.     
  
I   cannot   possibly   exhaust   the   complexity   of   tactics   about   hitchhiking   signs   here.  
Neither  can  I  go  through  all  the  tactics  that  I  know  of.  Instead,  I  propose  two  questions  
that  I  believe  are  valuable  to  reflect  on  in  considering  the  practice  of  hitchhiking:  First,  
what  purposes  do  the  tactics  of  hitchhiking  serve?  And  second,  what  is  the  relation  
between  the  (established)  tactics  and  the  actual  practices?  König  (2013,  p.1)  indicated  
that  his  guide  for  hitchhiking  was  to  introduce  the  readers  (potential  hitchhikers)  “into  
a  safer  and  more  reliable  version  of  hitchhiking”  (my  italic),  implicating  the  notion  of  
‘utility’  in  hitchhiking.  Here  reliability  mostly  concerns  getting  to  one’s   (immediate)  
                                            
7   There  are  checkpoints  when  entering  and  leaving  a  town  in  the  part  of  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  that  
belonged  to  Tibet  Autonomous  Region  (for  security  and  political  reasons)  where  vehicles  and  passengers  need  to  
stop  for  inspection  (e.g.  identity  card,  driving  license,  etc.).  Some  of  the  (Han)  hitchhiking  travellers  that  I  met  also  
had  experiences  of  asking  the  stopped  vehicles  for  lifts  at  these  checkpoints.  
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destinations   by   hitchhiking,   which   can   generally   be   understood   as   successfully  
obtaining  and  sustaining  (or  even  elongating)  the   lifts.  Obtaining   lifts  particularly  is  
usually  considered  as  the  most  prominent  task  that  hitchhikers  attempt  to  accomplish  
and  most  tactics  of  hitchhiking  are  primarily  for  this  purpose.  On  the  other  hand,  the  
emphasis  on  safety  is  probably  a  response  to  the  alleged  risks  in  practicing  hitchhiking  
(see  Chapter  2),  which  not  only  serves  as  a  barrier  for  transforming  the  intention  into  
action  but  remains  as  a  serious  concern  even  for  those  who  embark  on  hitchhiking.  To  
a  large  extent  the  notion  of  this  ‘safer  and  more  reliable  version  of  hitchhiking’  also  
holds  true  among  the  tactics  that  I  gathered  in  the  field.  These  two  utilitarian  purposes  
can  be  seen  in  the  tactics  mentioned  by  Gao  (M,  21)  presented  at  the  beginning  of  this  
section,  some  of  which  were  also  mentioned  by  other  participants.  For  instance,  Ming  
(M,  26)  similarly  mentioned  one  should  pay  attention  to  choosing  a  location  to  signal,  
not  only  for  the  sake  of  increasing  the  possibility  of  getting  lifts  but  also  to  ensure  the  
safety  of  oneself  and  the  (potential)  lift-­‐giver  (an  example  he  gave  was  that  the  sudden  
stop  of  a  car  may  cause  traffic  accidents  on  parts  of  the  road  on  South  Sichuan-­‐Tibet  
Route)  (interview  with  Ming).     
  
Interestingly,   Carlson   (1972)   claimed   that   hitchhiking   “was   not   simply   a   utilitarian  
activity”,  but  rather  a  practice  with  pride  that  hitchhikers  “recounted  their   tales  of  
adventure  and  the  strategies  they  had  used  to  overcome  the  problems  encountered”  
(p.146).  This  seems  to  be  true  also  for  hitchhiking  travellers  in  contemporary  China,  as  
discussed  in  Section  6.3  (also  see  Fu,  2014).  Insofar  as  the  tactics  of  hitchhiking  are  
utilitarian  in  nature  since  they  are  mostly  adapted  to  guarantee  reliability  and  safety  
to  a  certain  extent,  they  seem  to  counterpose  the  sense  of  adventure  and  ingenuity  
emphasised   in   ‘the   romance  of   the   road’.   In  König’s  account   (2013)   the   ‘safer  and  
more   reliable   version   of   hitchhiking’   is   explicitly   contrasted  with   a   version   that   is  
“unplanned,  spontaneous  and  being  based  on  luck  and  fate”  (p.1).  This  forces  us  to  
ask  how  the  senses  of  adventure  and  ingenuity  are  maintained  in  harmony  with  the  
potential  deployment  of  tactics  that  are  supposedly  oppositional  to  these  senses.     
  
To  answer  this  we  need  to  turn  to  the  second  question   I  posed  about  the  relation  
between  the  tactics  and  the  actual  practices  of  hitchhiking.  Insofar  as  the  tactics  serve  
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to   guide   and   instruct  how   to   hitchhike,   it   carries   with   it   a   sense   of   authority   and  
regulatory  effects  on  how  hitchhiking  should  be  practiced,  thus,  to  a  limited  extent,  
acquiring   a   norm-­‐like   position   that   delimits   what   is   appropriate   or   proper   in  
hitchhiking,  especially  for  novice  hitchhikers  who  usually  take  up  these  tactics  (Carlson,  
1972;  Greenley  &  Rice,  1974).  I  certainly  have  experienced  such  effects  as  a  hitchhiking  
traveller.  For  instance,  I  had  resisted  falling  asleep  during  the  lifts  in  all  my  hitchhiking  
journeys  because  at  an  early  stage  of  my  fieldwork  (S1)  I  heard  from  Mao  that  sleeping  
during  a   lift   is  a   ‘taboo’  and  that  one  should  avoid  sleeping  during   lifts   (fieldnotes,  
14/05/2017).  Recalling  this  I  believe  that  the  authority  of  this  tactic  over  my  actual  
practices  at  least  partly  came  from  Mao’s  abundant  experiences  as  an  ‘expert’  of  not  
only  hitchhiking  but  also  travelling  on  this  specific  route.     
  
In  A  guide  to  Hitchhike  Success,  König  (2013,  p.1)  at  the  very  beginning  writes:     
  
You  have  come  into  the  possession  of  a  guide  that  is  based  on  about  three  years  
and  25000  kilometres  of  hitchhike  experience.  To  put  that  into  perspective,  for  
every  word  you  read  in  this  guide,  I  have  hitchhiked  a  little  over  2  kilometres.     
  
This  statement  to  me   is  an  attempt  to  establish  its  position  as  a  valuable  guidance  
through  the  emphasis  on  the  hitchhiking  experiences  that  he  has  as  the  author(ity).  It  
seems  then  that  experiences  (or  claimed  experiences)  is  a  premise  for  author(is)ing  
the  tactics  of  hitchhiking  (also  see  Wood  &  Welsh,  1996).  This  reveals  the  empiricist  
nature   of   the   tactics:   the   tactics   are   in   fact   the   experiences   (or   extraction   or  
abstractionsof   experiences).   Perhaps   this   is   more   obvious   in   my   field   experience  
where  the  alleged  tactics  of  hitchhiking  were  often  word-­‐of-­‐mouth  which  is  based  on  
the  speakers’  own  experiences  or  the  experiences  of  others  that  the  speaker  learned  
through  word-­‐of-­‐mouth.  In  this  case,  not  only  the  distinction  between  the  tactics  and  
experiences  from  the  actual  practices  of  hitchhiking  is  blurred,  but  also  the  notion  of  
‘authoring’  is  put  into  question  (as  how  can  the  author  of  a  certain  tactic  be  decided  
if   that   tactic   may   be   learned   through   word-­‐of-­‐mouth   instead   of   one’s   actual  
experiences).  It  seems  that  we  reach  a  corollary:  perhaps  in  a  loose  sense,  the  tactics  
of  hitchhiking  are  established  performatively  and  the  relation  between  the  tactics  and  
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the  actual  practice  is  citational  (Butler,  1990;  1993).  The  tactics  of  hitchhiking  is  not  
prior  to  its  citation  in  actual  practices  and/or  in  the  sharing  of  that  cultural  knowledge,  
but  is  (re)produced  through  that  very  citation  (unlike  gender  and  sex  though,  this  is  
pretty  obvious  in  the  practice  of  hitchhiking).  While  some  tactics  seem  to  be  normal  
and  authoritative,  the  normality  and  authority  are  derived  from  the  repetition  of  those  
very  ‘tactics’.  
  
Xing  (F,  23)  and  Wang  (M,  27),  whom  I  hitchhiked  with  from  Lhasa  to  Mangkang  (S5),  
both  slept  during  one  of  the  lifts.  Afterwards  when  I  echoed  Mao  and  told  them  that  
sleeping  during  the  lift  was  a  ‘taboo’,  they  claimed  that  they  did  not  know  about  such  
a  ‘taboo’.  It  is  clear  that  the  ‘taboo’  (and  the  tactics  that  one  should  avoid  this  ‘taboo’)  
did  not  function  because  it  was  not  ‘cited’  (or  indeed  was  not  even  to  their  knowledge).  
Later  in  the  interview,  Wang  further  ‘justified’  his  sleeping  during  the  lifts:     
  
…  if  it  were  me  who  was  driving,  if  I  picked  up  someone,  …  if  he/she  was  really  
sleepy  and  fell  asleep,  I,  I,  I  think  that  I  wouldn’t  blame  him/her.  …  because  when  
driving,  you  would,  that’s,  would  be  more  focused,  er,  you  wouldn’t  think  about  
other  things.  But  it  is  different  when  you  are  a  passenger.  Sitting  in  the  car  as  a  
passenger  is,  …  is  relaxing,  besides  [you  are]  really  tired,  so  falling  asleep,  I,  I  think,  
is  not  altogether  inexcusable.  
  
And  later:     
  
…  sleeping  during  the  lift  is  indeed  a  bit  impolite.  …  for  example  if  the  driver  is  on  
his/her  own,  and  you  are  on  your  own,  …  and  then  only  the  driver  and  you  are  in  
the  car,   in  this  case  sleeping   is  inappropriate  and   I   think  it  is   indeed  a  ‘taboo’.  
Because  the  driver  is  driving  in  the  front  and  you  are  sleeping  at  the  back,  this,  
this,  this  is  like  the  dri-­‐driver  is,  like  he/she  become  your  driver.  
  
These  excerpts   show  how   the  actual  practices   can  be   (re)articulated   in  a  way   that  
counters  the  logics  of  the  (established)  tactics.  Importantly,  Wang  posed  a  situation  
that  there  was  only  one  lift-­‐giver,  as  opposed  to  our  situation  where  there  were  two  
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lift-­‐giver,   suggesting   that   the   ‘taboo’   of   sleeping   during   the   lift   could   apply   to   the  
former  but  less  so  to  the  latter.  This  in  a  way  exposes  that  the  tactics  of  hitchhiking  
can  never   fully   contain  how   they  are   shared  and  practiced  –   if   they  are   shared  or  
practiced  at  all.  In  fact,  König  (2013,  p.1)  in  his  guide  of  hitchhiking  confessed:  “…  not  
everything  that  I  say  is  as  effective  in  all  situations  you  might  come  across.  It  is  after  
all   only   based   on  my   personal   experiences   and   you   could   discover   different  ways  
which  work  better  for  you”.  Perhaps  it  is  the  indefinite  possibilities  opened  up  in  the  
process  of  the  ‘citation’  of  the  (established)  tactics  that  the  senses  of  adventure  and  
ingenuity  are  maintained.   Finally,   it   is   also  necessary   to  point  out   that   this   section  
views  hitchhiking  in  a  very  conventional  way:  the  hitchhiking  that  happens  on  the  road  
where  a  hitchhiker  signals  for  lifts,  which  is  due  to  that  the  tactics  of  hitchhiking  mostly  
concern   about   this   very   type   of   hitchhiking.   Perhaps   this   reveals   the   operation   of  
citationality  at  another  level:  this  type  of  hitchhiking  remains  as  ‘conventional’  to  the  
extent  that  it  was  cited  as  the  ‘conventional’,  and  such  repeated  citation,  although  not  
always  effectively,  contributes  to  the  exclusion  of  hitchhiking  in  any  other  forms.     
  
6.5  Troubling  the  Relation:  Hitchhiker,  Lift-­‐giver  and  Reciprocity  
  
As  I  have  proposed  in  Chapter  2,  lift-­‐giving  should  be  seen  as  a  form  of  gift-­‐giving,  in  
which  case  it  should  not  be  understood  exclusively  as  either  social  exchange  or  social  
obligation,  but  in  a  sense  that  “transcend  the  usual  distinction  between  self-­‐interested  
and  normative  actions”  (Adloff,  2006,  p.411).  It  is  “a  basic  mode  of  interaction”  (Adloff,  
2006,  p.417)  that  is  capable  of  fostering  complex  human  relationships  (Godbout,  1992,  
in  Komter,  2007).  Thus,  it  is  the  complexity  of  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  
the  lift-­‐giver  that  I  hope  to  unfold  in  this  section.  Understanding  lift-­‐giving  in  this  way,  
as   I  have  asserted   in  Chapter  2,  does   not  mean   that   the  utilitarian  and  normative  
natures  of   reciprocity  should  be  neglected  as   features  of  both  social  exchange  and  
social  obligation  can  often  be   detected   in   such   an  understanding.   Indeed,   it   is   the  
ambivalence,  or  rather  the  ‘in-­‐betweenness’  that  is  captured  in  the  accounts  of  many  
of  my  participants,  especially  those  in  regard  to  making  conversation  during  the  lift.  
There  is  an  unmistakable  expectation  to  make  conversation  for  individuals  travelling  
together  in  a  car  (Laurier  et  al.,  2007),  including  those  travelling  as  hitchhikers  and  lift-­‐
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givers  (Carlson,  1972;  Franzoi,  1985;  König,  2013;  Laviolette,  2014;  Rinvolucri,  1974;  
Wood   &  Welsh,   1996).   The   notion   of   reciprocity   has   considerable   impact   on   this  
expectation   of   conversation   between   the   hitchhiker   and   the   lift-­‐giver.   Like   in  
Rinvolucri’s  (1974)  study,  it  is  widely  believed  among  my  participants  that  the  lift-­‐giver  
give  lifts  in  search  for  company.  The  efforts  of  making  conversation  (talking,  listening,  
asking,  answering,  responding,  etc.)  from  the  hitchhiker  can  be  seen  as  something  in  
exchange   for   the   lift   by   providing   what   the   lift-­‐giver   appears   to   want.   Lift-­‐
giving/hitchhiking,  in  this  sense,  resembles  a  social  exchange.  This  is  reflected  in  the  
account  of  my   interviewee  Gao  (M,  21),  who  explicitly  linked  the  efforts  of  making  
conversation  with  ‘exchange’:     
  
…  I  personally  think,  err,  if  I  didn’t  provide  something  for  the  driver,  [if]  a  form  of  
equivalent  exchange  was  absent,  I  feel,  err,  …  kind  of  scrounging  a  free  ride  …  So,  
I  talked  to  the  driver,  if  [we]  talk,  …  when  he/she  was  driving,  …  he/she  would  be  
less   lonely  …  That,   that’s,   [it]   feels  like  a  kind  of,  err,  equivalent  exchange  in  a  
sense  …  (interview  with  Gao)  
  
However,   whilst   Gao   highlighted   the   notion   of   ‘equivalent   exchange’,   a   sense   of  
indebtedness  seems  to  be  implicated  in  his  expression.  In  fact,  the  emphasis  seems  to  
be  on  ‘equivalent’  rather  than  (or  as  much  as)  ‘exchange’.  It  is  the  feeling  of  scrounging  
a  free  ride  out  of  the  lift-­‐giver  instead  of,  say,  the  fear  of  not  getting  lifts  or  that  of  
being  dropped  off  prematurely  that  led  to  Gao’s  ‘providing  something’.  In  this  case,  
the  efforts  of  making  conversation  from  Gao   is  positioned  ambivalently  as  both  an  
‘exchange’  and  a  way  of  overcoming  the  feeling  of  ‘indebtedness’  –  as  Rinvolucri  (1974)  
has  noted,  making  efforts  to  talk  and  stimulate  the  lift-­‐giver  is  a  mechanism  of  fulfilling  
the  obligation  to  reciprocate.  Relatedly,  consider  also  the  notion  that  hitchhiking  is  
taking  advantage  of  others  mentioned  in  Section  6.2,  which  seems  to  also  implicated  
in  ‘scrounging’  (Gao’s  original  word  is  ‘ceng’,   蹭,  getting  something  for  nothing).  Is  it  
possible  that  Gao’s  positioning  of  himself  as  making  efforts  to  achieve  that  alleged  
‘equivalent  exchange’,  a  mechanism  used  to  overcome  the  condemnation  of  ‘taking  
advantage  of  others’?  Or  is  it  a  way  of  distinguishing  himself  from  those  hitchhiking  
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travellers  that  ‘take  advantage  of  others’?  It  is  through  a  close  scrutiny  as  such  that  
the  complexity  behind  the  claimed  importance  of  making  conversation  with  the  lift-­‐
givers  begins  to  show.     
  
Interestingly,   the   willingness   of   interacting   with   the   lift-­‐giver,   as   I   alluded   to   by  
presenting  a  quote  from  my  interviewee  Mao  (M,  29)  in  Section  6.3,  constitutes  the  
core   of   a   ‘meaningful’   hitchhiking.   In   that   same   section,   a   quote   from   another  
interviewee  Chen  (M,  36)  indicates  that  ‘meeting  new  people’  as  an  important  aspect  
of  his  hitchhiking  adventure.  These  perceptions  are  shared  by  a  number  of  hitchhiking  
travellrs.  For  instance:  
  
…  chatting  with  others   [the   lift-­‐givers],   [learning  about]  others’  stories,  others’  
experiences  …   after   all   through   chats   you   can  make   some  new   friends,   [learn  
about]  others’  attitudes  towards  life,  …  a  lifestyle  that  is  different  from  yours  …  
this  in  fact  is  something  you  need  to  gain  from  your  travel  …  (interview  with  Ming,  
M,  26)  
  
…  because  I  feel  listening  to  them  [the  lift-­‐givers]  talking  about  their  life  stories,  I  
feel   very   inspiring,   …   every   person   that   picks   you   up,   that’s   every   story   is  
different,  …  if  he/she  is  a  very  capable  person,  …  it  is  necessary  to  learn  something  
from  him/her.  (interview  with  Song,  M,  24)  
  
In   addition,   some   mentioned   that   making   conversation   with   the   lift-­‐giver   can  
potentially   acquire   valuable   information   such   as   those   about   local   culture   and  
customs  (interview  with  Gao,  M,  21).  These  accounts  are  worth  considering  as  they  
show  that  the  efforts  to  talk  to  the  lift-­‐giver  is  not  necessarily,  or  merely,  for  the  sake  
of  the  lift,  as  making  conversation  per  se  is  considered  as  beneficial  for  the  hitchhiker,  
especially   in   terms   of   making   new   friends,   broadening   horizon   and   acquiring  
information.  As  Franzoi   (1985)  has  pointed  out,   some  hitchhikers  “seemed  to  have  
had  a  greater  interest  in  the  people  they  met  on  the  road  than  the  land  they  have  
passed  through”  (p.667).  The  emphasis  on  the  interests  in  human  connection  leads  us  
to   think   reciprocity   beyond   the   issue   of   the   hitchhiker   reciprocating   the   ‘lift’.   The  
 185 
relation   between   the   hitchhiker   and   the   lift-­‐giver   changes   as   they   interact   (or   not  
interact)  over  time  (see  Laurier  et  al.,  2008).  Such  changes  are  well  recognised  by  my  
participants.  For  instance,  Qing  (F,  22)  and  Qu  (M,  25)  (who  hitchhiked  together  for  a  
long  distance)  felt  more  and  more  relaxed  in  the  lift-­‐giver’s  car  as  they  became  more  
and   more   friendly   with   the   lift-­‐giver   (interview   with   Qing).   Of   course,   not   every  
hitchhiker  -­‐lift-­‐giver  relation  has  such  positive  development.  For  instance,  the  relation  
between  Yuan  (F,  28)  and  Dan  (F,  28)  and  the  lift-­‐givers  who  drove  them  to  Lhasa  took  
a  down  turn  because  one  of  them  made  a  move  on  Yuan  (interview  with  Yuan,  this  
incident  is  discussed  further  in  Chapter  7).  Moreover,  just  as  the  act  of  asking  for  lifts  
is  no  longer  confined  on  the  road  as  mentioned  in  Section  6.3,  the  relation  between  
the   hitchhiker   and   lift-­‐giver   extends   beyond   the   lift   situation.   Many   participants  
reported  that  it  is  common  for  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  to  friend  each  other  on  
Wechat  and  keep  in  contact  to  various  degrees  of  friendliness  for  various  periods.  All  
these  cases  show  that  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver,  including  
the   interaction   and   conversation   between   them   as   key   aspects   of   this   relation,   is  
extremely  dynamic  and  it  fails  the  attempts  to  understand  it  through  reciprocity  in  the  
sense  of  either  social  exchange  or  social  obligation.  Whilst  arguably  this  relation   is  
inaugurated  by  the  act  of  hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving,  it  is  not  for  that  reason  defined  by  this  
initial  ‘giving’  and  ‘receiving’.  Thus,  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking  goes  far  beyond  the  issue  
of  whether  the  ‘lift’  is  ‘paid  back’.     
  
Adloff  (2006)  has  suggested  that  relations  of  reciprocity  are  “foundational  for  relations  
of  social  interaction  in  everyday  life”  and  it  is  through  the  interruption  of  routines  that  
patterns  of  reciprocity  become  focused.  In  this  sense,  it  may  be  argued  that  it  is  the  
peculiarity  of  hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving  that  heightens  the  sense  of  reciprocity.  After  all,  
the   hitchhiker’s   entering   into   the   lift-­‐giver’s   car   disrupts   the   private-­‐public   space  
distinction  that  is  largely  routinised  (Laurier  et  al.,  2007;  Laviolette,  2014).  I  suggest  
that  a  way  to  comprehend  this  may  be  to  imagine  whether  achieving  reciprocity  has  
been  explicitly  emphasised  during,  for  example,  the  wartimes  when  hitchhiking  was  
so  common  that  it  might  been  seen  as  a  routine  for  some  (e.g.  the  servicemen)  as  it  
was  during  and  shortly  after  the  counter-­‐culture  period  (Rinvolucri,  1974).  Certainly,  
extant  research  has  provided  little  information  for  us  to  know  whether  reciprocity  was  
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featured  significantly   in  those  early  times,  but   it  seems  somewhat  strange  to  think  
that,   for   instance,  a  hitchhiking  serviceman  would  have  been  condemned  as  taking  
advantage  of  others  or  as  a  beggar  (although  certainly  the  relations  of  reciprocity  can  
be  extremely  complicated  in  such  a  case).     
  
I  am  not  trying  to  argue  against  the  significance  of  that  initial  ‘giving’  and  ‘receiving’.  
Indeed,  I  will  go  as  far  as  to  suggest  that  the  heightened  sense  of  reciprocity  induced  
by  this  peculiar  practice  of  ‘giving’  and  ‘receiving’  operates  as  regulatory  power  in  the  
relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver.  In  order  to  consider  this  operation,  
I  would  like  to  invoke  a  comment  made  by  a  hitchhiking  traveller  I  met  in  Lhasa:  during  
hitchhiking  it  is  your  responsibility  to  talk  to  the  driver,  as  the  driver  does  not  pick  you  
up  for  no  reason  (fieldnotes,  07/07/2017).  This  comment,  of  course,  implicates  the  
ambivalence  of   lift-­‐giving/gift-­‐giving  and  reciprocity  mentioned  above,  as  efforts  of  
talking  to  the  lift-­‐giver  is  understood  as  both  the  reason  for  the  lift-­‐giver  picking  up  
the  hitchhiker  (a  somewhat  utilitarian  view  that  lift-­‐giving  is  out  of  the  lift-­‐giver’s  self-­‐
interest),  and  the  responsibility  for  the  hitchhiker  as  someone  received  the  lift/gift  (a  
somewhat   normativistic   view   that   the   hitchhiker   is   obliged   to   ‘return’   the   lift/gift  
he/she   received   in   some   way).   However,   what   I   hope   to   highlight   here   is   the  
disjuncture  of  the  understanding  of  lift-­‐giving/gift-­‐giving.  When  the  ‘lift/gift’  is  given  
by  the  lift-­‐giver  it  is  viewed  as  an  exchange,  but  when  it  is  received  by  the  hitchhiker  
it  becomes  to  demand  an  obligation  to  ‘return’.  This  disjuncture  works  in  two  ways.  
On  the  one  hand,  insofar  as  company  is  viewed  by  the  hitchhikers  as  what  the  lift-­‐giver  
is  seeking,   the  centrality  of  making  conversation  with  the  lift-­‐giver  during  the   lift   is  
maintained,  as  it  is  assumed  that  one  may  be  ‘dumped’  prematurely  if  one  failed  to  
provide   what   the   lift-­‐giver   wants.   Qu   (M,   25),   for   instance,   recounted   such   an  
experience:  
  
Qu:  …  Later  we  didn’t  talk  to  him,  …  because  he  drover  very  slow,  only  about  30  
kilometres  in  two  hours,  then  we  were  a  bit  [sleepy],  then  we  dozed  for  a  while,  …  
then  later  he  said  he  arrived,  …  he  said  “I  will  rest  here  for  a  bit,  have  driven  for  
too  long”.  …  
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Me:   But   didn’t   you   say   you  were   kicked   off   by   this   lorry   driver?   So   he   didn’t  
actually  kicked  you  off?  …  
…  
Qu:  [What]  He  said,  this,  he,  …  came  up  with  an  excuse  to  kick  us  off,  didn’t  you  
see?  
Me:  Oh,  so  you  think  he  found  an  excuse  
Qu:  Right.  …  He  said  “I  am  going  to  rest  here,  how  about  you  continue  going”.  
Isn’t  this  obvious  as  a  way  of  asking  us  to  leave,  you  silly  
  
In  this  case,  Qu  indicated  that  the  lift-­‐giver  (indirectly)  asked  them  to  get  off  the  lorry  
because  they  as  the  hitchhiker   failed  to  provide  the  company  the   lift-­‐giver  sought.  
However,  whilst  Qu  insisted  that  the  lift-­‐giver  made  an  excuse  to  ‘kick  them  off’,  his  
traveller  companion  Qing  (F,  22),  whom  I  also  interviewed,  maintained  that  this  lift-­‐
giver  genuinely  needed  to  rest  (and  to  added  water  to  the  radiator  of  the  lorry).  It  is  
certainly  not  for  me  to  judge  whether  this  lift-­‐giver  actually  kicked  Qu  and  Qing  off  the  
lorry.  Nonetheless.  Qu’s  account  demonstrates  the  utilitarian  nature  of  lift-­‐giving  as  
an  exchange  –  the  hitchhiker  cannot  get  what  he/she  wants  if  he/she  fail  to  provide  
what  the  lift-­‐giver  wants.  
  
On  the  other  hand,  as  ‘returning’  the  lift/gift  is  seen  as  a  normative  obligation  for  the  
hitchhiker,  achieving  reciprocity  is  not  as  straightforward  as  it  is  in  the  utilitarian  sense.  
Some   participants   expressed   that   they   as   the   one   that   received   the   lift/gift   felt  
beholden  to  the  lift-­‐giver.  For  instance,  Yuan  (F,  28)  expressed  that  she  would  have  
“feelings  of  indebtedness”  when  hitching  others’  cars  (interview  with  Yuan).  Although  
the  term  ‘indebtedness  (kui  qian)’  was  not  used  or  agreed  on  by  all  participants,  it  is  
evident   according   to   their   accounts   that   the   (potential)   relation   of   ‘giving’   and  
‘receiving’   to   various   degrees   caused   them   what   Rinvolucri   (1974)   termed  
‘psychological  problems’  (e.g.  terms  such  ‘self-­‐conscious’,  ‘obligated’,  ‘embarrassed’,  
‘feeling   bad’   and   ‘uncomfortable’   were   often   used).   Whilst   it   is   true   that   the  
‘psychological   problems’   are   not   always   about   feeling   indebtedness   but   can   for  
instance   also   be,   as   indicated   in  Gao’s   case  mentioned   above,   being   embarrassed  
about  being  seen  as  ‘getting  something  for  nothing’  or  ‘taking  advantage  of  others’,  
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these   feelings   are   not   always   readily   distinguishable   or   separable.   Importantly,   a  
similarity  of  all  these  ‘psychological  problems’  is  that  they  are  often  (being  attempted  
to)   overcome   by   achieving   reciprocity,   typically   through   some   of   the  mechanisms  
identified  by  Rinvolucri  (1974)  such  as  giving  a  (token  of)  counter-­‐gift  and  expressing  
gratitude  (besides  making  effort  to  talk).  The  most  profound  account  regarding  the  
principle  of  reciprocity  is  offered  by  Ming  (M,  26),  who  gave  the  lift-­‐givers  postcard  
with  ‘thank  you’  messages  written  on  them  (fieldnotes,  16/06/2017):  
  
Me:  …  because  when  I  hitchhiked  with  you,  at  that  time  you  basically,  you  gave  a  
postcard  to  each  driver  (who  gave  us  a  lift),  err,  this,  are  there  meanings  behind  
this?  Why  did  you  do  this,  that’s  giving  them  a  postcard?  
Ming:  …  Because  I  felt,  err,  …  others  gave  you  help,  right?  
Me:  Hmm  
Ming:  …   inside  you  wasn’t   there  a  need   to  express   your   feelings?  This   [giving  
postcards  with  ‘thank  you’  messages]  was  a  better  way.  
Me:  You  feel,  this  is  your  expression  to  those  who  helped  you,  err,  …  a  gratitude  …  
Ming:  Right.  And  also,  others  were  willing  to  help  you,  …  [it]  was  also  a  kind  of  
satisfaction,  you  know.  
Me:  This,  satisfaction  is?  
Ming:  That’s,  err,  there  was  something  given  back  to  others,  …  although  it  was  
something  small  in  return,  but  there  is  a  feeling  of  satisfaction  you  know,  …  you  
hitched   others’   vehicle,   others   actually   gave   you   something,   right?   But   at   the  
same  time  you  also  gave  others  something.  Even  if  there  was  no  postcard,  you  
didn’t  give  others  anything,  you  in  fact  still  gave  others  something  for  their  inner  
feelings,  you  know?  …      that  giving  was  the  happiness  inside  them  from  helping  
others.     
(interview  with  Ming)  
  
In  this  account,  the  postcard  functions  both  as  a  (token  of)  counter  gift  (“something  
given  back  to  others”)  and  as  an  expression  of  gratitude  (“inside  you  wasn’t  there  a  
need  to  express  your  feelings?”).  This  speaks  to  the  ambiguity  of  Rinvolucri’s  (1974)  
categorisation  of  mechanisms  of  achieving  reciprocity.  Notably,  gratitude  toward  the  
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lift-­‐givers  seemed  to  be  almost  universally  implicated,  if  not  explicitly  mentioned,  in  
my   participants’   accounts   (although   I   also   heard   about   stories   of   ungrateful  
hitchhikers).  In  a  way,  other  mechanisms  of  reciprocity  especially  a  counter-­‐gift,  can  
often  be  understood  as  expressions  of  gratitude  considering  that  gratitude   is  often  
“the  moral  force  that  brings  us  to  return  the  gift”  (Komter,  2005).     
  
Yet  the  most  interesting  point  made  by  Ming  is  the  happiness  from  helping  others  that  
the  lift-­‐giver  was  claimed  to  receive,  regardless  whether  a  counter-­‐gift  (a  postcard)  is  
given  or  gratitude  is  expressed  (or  efforts  to  talk,  or  other  efforts  to  reciprocate,  is  
made).   Thus,   reciprocity   can   be   said   as   always   already   achieved.   Nevertheless,   it  
seems  that,  if  reciprocity  is  always  already  achieved,  the  postcard,  whether  as  a  token  
of  counter-­‐gift  or  an  expression  of  gratitude  (or  both),  was  superfluous.  There  are  two  
questions   to   be   considered   regarding   this.   The   first   one   is   whether   this   alleged  
‘happiness’  from  helping  others  can  actually  be  counted  as  a  ‘giving  back’.  I  am  not  
trying  to  deny  that  there  are  lift-­‐givers  picking  up  hitchhikers  out  of  altruism.  Gouldner  
(1973)  has  importantly  proposed  the  norm  of  beneficence  in  which  the  ‘gift’  is  given  
out  without  expecting  any  return  or  reward  (of  course  this  leads  us  to  think  about  the  
intention  of  the  lift-­‐giver,  there  have  been  arguments  regarding  whether  there  can  be  
a  gift  that  is  purely  voluntary,  see  Adloff,  2006,  but  for  the  discussion  here  I  will  not  
delve  into  that).  In  fact,  a  number  of  participants  insisted  that  at  least  some  lift-­‐givers  
pick  up  hitchhikers  simply  because  they  want  to  help.  Yet,  even  for  the  lift-­‐giving/gift-­‐
giving  motivated  simply  by  beneficence,  it  is  prone  to  invoke  reciprocal  counter-­‐gifts  
(Gouldner,  1973),  which  can  be  seen  as  the  postcard  in  Ming’s  case.  However,  equally,  
if  not  more,  common  among  my  participants  is,  as  mentioned  above,  the  notion  that  
the  lift-­‐giver  picks  up  hitchhikers  for  company.  Whilst  the  longing  for  companionship  
as  the  (main)  motive  for  lift-­‐giving  heavily  (if  not  solely)  relies  on  the  responses  from  
the   hitchhikers   instead   of   the   lift-­‐givers   in   my   research,   as   well   as   in   Rinvolucri’s  
research   (1974),   one   cannot   deny   that   some   lift-­‐givers   are   actively   seeking  
companions,   especially   in   those   situations  where   the   lifts  was   initiated   by   the   lift-­‐
givers  (see  Section  6.3).  
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Therefore,  the  second  question  concerns  situations  in  which  the  happiness  acquired  
through  helping  others  may  be  absent.  How  can  Ming’s  claim  be  interpreted  in  such  
situations?   One   interesting   mechanism   of   achieving   reciprocity   identified   by  
Rinvolucri  (1974)  is  the  mental  construct  of  ‘paying  it  forward’,  in  which  the  lift-­‐giver  
ignores  the  benefactor  of  the  moment  (the  lift-­‐giver)  and  constructs  a  scene  that  the  
lift/gift  being  given  back  (to  someone  else  rather  than  the  benefactor)  in  the  future.  It  
seems  Ming’s  claim  can  similarly  be  seen  as  a  construct.  The  norm  of  beneficence  is  
drawn  upon  to  construct  an  immanent  reciprocal  relation  between  the  lift-­‐giver  and  
the   hitchhiker  wherein   the   lift/gift   is   reciprocated   as   it   is   given   and   received.   This  
necessity  of  constructing  reciprocity  on  the  hitchhiker’s  side  implicates  the  regulatory  
power  of  reciprocity  as  the  ideal  that  the  hitchhiker  attempts  to  approximate.  Simmel  
(1908/1950)  pointed  to  the  irredeemability  of  the  first  gift  (in  this  case  the  first  lift  
given   by   the   lift-­‐giver)   due   to   its   voluntary   character.   In   this   sense,   perhaps   the  
inapproximable   reciprocal   relation   (as   the   lift   is   irredeemable)   nevertheless  
commands  the  incessant  attempt  of  approximation.  The  irredeemable  nature  of  the  
voluntary  gift,   in  this  case  the   lift,  may  be  augmented  by  the  nature  of  hitchhiking  
travel.   For   instance,   Jun   (F,   24)   also   considered   the   impracticality   of   (sufficiently)  
‘giving  back’  to  the  lift-­‐giver.  She  expressed  that  the  attempts  to  reciprocate  the  lift  
during  the  course  of  hitchhiking  by,  for  instance  (and  specifically)  buying  meals  for  the  
lift-­‐giver  was  not  always  possible:     
  
Perhaps  others  [the  lift-­‐givers]  thought  that  we  were  students.  …  [They]  wouldn’t  
ask   anything   from   us.   …   But   I   would   usually   pay   for   my   accommodation   in  
advance  …  for  ea-­‐eating  they  [a  group  of  lift-­‐givers  picked  her  up]  never  let  me  
pay.  (interview  with  Jun)  
  
Indeed,  this  is  an  experience  not  only  reported  by  many  of  my  interviewees  but  also  
one  that  happened  to  me  several  times.  For  instance,  on  the  day  I  hitchhiked  from  
Linzhi  to  Bomi  (S5)  with  my  travel  companions  Xing  (F,  23)  and  Wang  (M,  27),  we  were  
picked  up  by  two  businessmen  who  insisted  to  pay  the  bill  when  we  stopped  for  lunch.  
Later  in  the  interview,  Wang  provided  some  valuable  comments  regarding  this:     
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…  you  know  why  I  didn’t  think  about  paying?  Because,  it  is  not  like  I  didn’t  want  
to  pay  but  that  I  felt  that,  err,  the  meal  on  that  day,  we  didn’t  have  to  pay,  of  
course  we  could  have  paid.  …  those  two  brothers8   [the  two  lift-­‐givers],  they,  they  
were  on  business  trip  …  because  when  we  were  eating,  he  [one  of  the  lift-­‐giver]  
asked  the  restaurant  owner  whether  they  could  provide  a  receipt  …  they  were  on  
business   trip,   the  expense   could  be   reimbursed,  regardless  whether  or  not  we  
were   there   …   because   if   we   insisted   to   pay   for   the   meal,   they   would   be  
embarrassed  …  this  would  have  put  them  in  an  awkward  position  …  (interview  
with  Wang)  
  
These  accounts,  to  an  extent,  reveals  the  complexity  of  hitchhiking  as  a  social  situation.  
In   particular,   the   hitchhiker   and   lift-­‐giver   both   engage   in   hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving   as  
individuals  of  various  attributes  (e.g.  gender,  ethnicity,  age).  The  key  attribute  in  both  
Jun’s  and  Wang’s  account  seems  to  be  financial  capability  often  reflected  in  ages  (see  
also   Rinvolucri,   1974).   It   is   suggested   that   the   lift-­‐giver   is   unlikely   to   have   the  
hitchhiker   paid   for   the   meals   when   eating   together   during   hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving,  
because  the  lift-­‐giver  is  the  senior  with  better  financial  capability.  This  demonstrates  
that,  as  I  have  highlighted   in  Chapter  2,   the  relation  between  the   lift-­‐giver  and  the  
hitchhiker  cannot  be  reduced  to  that  between  the  gift-­‐giver  and  the  recipient,  as  it  is  
entangled  with  various   relations   such  as  age  or   generational   relations   (manifested  
through  financial  capacity)  implicated  in  Jun  and  Wang’s  account.  However,  it  should  
be  noted  that  the  lift-­‐giver  is  not  necessarily  the  senior  one  in  all  cases  of  hitchhiking  
(e.g.   I  had  experiences  of  being  picked  up  by   lift-­‐givers  young  than  me).  Neither   is  
he/she,  even  being   the   senior  one,   the  one  with  better   financial   capability,   as   the  
hitchhiking  travellers  in  China  are  claimed  to  have  relatively  high  consumption  ability  
(Fu,  2014)  whereas  the  lift-­‐givers  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  can  sometimes  
be   a  working-­‐class   lorry   driver.   This   further   complicates   the   relation   between   the  
                                            
8   The  original  word  is  da  ge  (大哥),  which  can  be  literally  translated  as  big  brother(s)/older  brother(s).  
But  da  ge  in  Chinese  does  not  exclusively  refers  to  a  brother.  It  also  refers  to  cousin  and  can  even  be  
used   to  address  male  that  usually   (but  not  necessarily  as   the  age  of   the  other   is  not  always  known)  
older  than  the  speaker.  
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hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  (in  Chapter  7,  I  attend  to  specifically  the  significance  of  
gender  relations  in  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver).  In  addition,  
Laurier   et   al.’s   (2008)   study   shows   that   the   relation   between   the   driver   and   the  
passenger  varies  depending  on  the  relationship  between  the  driver  and  the  passenger,  
for  instance,  whether  they  are  families,  friends  or  colleagues.  Hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving  
poses  as  a  unique  case  of  driver-­‐passenger  relation.  As  the  hitchhiker  and  lift-­‐giver  are  
often   strangers,   the   relation   between   them   is   particularly   unpredictable   and  
malleable.  This  made  it  even  more  difficult  to  pinpoint  their  relation.  However,  this  
does   not   mean   that   the   principle   of   reciprocity   can   be   deemphasised.   As  
demonstrated  above,  understanding  lift-­‐giving  as  a  form  of  gift-­‐giving  and  the  notion  
of  reciprocity  has  been  useful  in  making  sense  of  the  hitchhiker  –  lift-­‐giver  relation.  
The   prominence   of   reciprocity   is   to   an   extent   the   product   of   the   peculiar   social  
situation  induced  by  the  practice  of  hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving,  hence  is  characteristic  of  
the  hitchhiker  –  lift-­‐giver  relation.     
  
Finally,  I  would  like  to  briefly  remark  on  two  issues  related  to  the  relation  between  the  
lift-­‐giver   and   the   hitchhiker.   First,   as   mentioned   in   Section   6.3   some   hitchhiking  
travellers  such  as  Xu  (M,  28)  did  not  entirely  reject  the  idea  of  paying  a  reasonable  
amount   of   money   for   the   lift.   Arguably   under   such   circumstances   lift-­‐
giving/hitchhiking  (if   it  can  still  be  called  those  names)  become  a  form  of  economic  
exchange.   As   economic   exchange   is   characterised   by   exact   prices  with   no   further  
obligation   (Blau,   1964),   it   can   be   seen   as   the   most   effective   way   of   achieving  
reciprocity  as   the  principle  of   reciprocity  does  not  operate   (at   least  not   in  a   social  
sense).   For   instance,   some   hitchhikers   indicated   that   once   monetary   payment   is  
involved,  they,  for  instance,  did  not  feel  obliged  to  make  efforts  to  talk  to  the  drivers  
anymore  (e.g.  fieldnotes,  30/05/2017).  This  has  valuable  implications  in  considering  
the  female’s  exchanging  their  femininity  and  sexuality  “for  meals,  shelter,  rides  and  
companion”  mentioned  in  Miller’s  account  (1973)  which  I  discuss  in  detail  in  Chapter  
7.  Second,  although  my  discussion  in  this  section  remains  mostly  within  the  dualism  
of  the  hitchhiker  –  lift-­‐giver  relation,  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐
giver  should  not  be  understood  solely   in  this  dyadic  manner.  As  mentioned  also   in  
Section  6.3,  there  were  incidents  that  the  lifts  were  asked  by  others  such  as  the  hostel  
 193 
owners  on  behalf  of  the  hitchhiker.  Even  within  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  
and  the  lift-­‐giver,  the  dualistic  assumption  is  questionable  as  it  is  commonplace  that  
the   hitchhiking   traveller   hitchhike   with   companions   and   the   lift-­‐giver   too   is   not  
necessarily  on  his/her  own.  In  fact,  in  some  of  my  participants’  narratives,  the  relation  
with   hitchhiking   companions   is  more   prominent   than   that  with   the   lift-­‐giver(s).   In  
addition,  I  myself  have  experiences  being  in  a  vehicle  where  the  lift-­‐givers  themselves  
had  quarrels  with  each  other  during   the   lift,   in  which  case,   the   seemingly  dualistic  
relation  between  the  lift-­‐givers  and  I  as  the  hitchhiker  was  called  into  question.  Albeit  
it  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  research  to  investigate  in  these  intricacies,  they  should  be  
made  explicit  as  I  proposed  in  Chapter  2.  
  
6.6  Concluding  Thoughts:  The  Power  of  Storytelling  
  
This   chapter  has   provided  a  general  account  of   hitchhiking   travel   in   contemporary  
China   through   a   dual   approach   of   simultaneously   establishing   and   disrupting   the  
understandings  of  the  researched  phenomenon  implicated  in  the  collected  data.  The  
focus  is  on  four  interrelated  aspects.  I  have  argued  that  hitchhiking  travel  studied  in  
this  research  cannot  be  understood  independent  of  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  
as  its  context,  particularly  other  modes  of  travel  on  this  route  (the  scene).  The  identity  
of  the  hitchhiker  is  to  an  extent  established  through  excluding  these  other  modes  of  
travel  as  well  as  the  non-­‐normative  or  less  normative  ways  of  hitchhiking  travel  (the  
identity).   This   leads   to   a   consideration   of   the  ways   hitchhiking   is   being   practiced,  
especially   in   relation   to   the   norm-­‐like   tactics   of   hitchhiking   that   are   established  
through  their  repetition  (the  practice).  Extra  attention  is  paid  to  the  relation  between  
the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  characterised  by  reciprocity  (the  relation).  Significantly,  
in   the   discussion   regarding   these   four   aspects   (particularly   the   identity   and   the  
practice),  I  drew  upon  Butler’s  notions  of  ‘abjection’,  ‘performativity’  and  ‘citationaliy’  
in  unexpected  (or  inaccurate,  as  some  may  even  argue)  ways  to  make  sense  of  the  
instability  of  these  four  aspects  of  hitchhiking  travel.  In  this  sense,  the  understandings  
presented   in   this   chapter   can   be   seen   as   popular   ‘truths’   of   hitchhiking   travel   in  
contemporary  China.  These  ‘truths’,  as  indicated  in  Packer’s  study  (2008),  should  be  
understood  as  produced  by  certain  discourses  rather  than  as  facts.     
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Mukerji   (1978)   has   pointed   out   the   significant   role   of   storytelling,   or   in   her   term  
‘bullshitting’,   played   in   constructing   the   extraordinary   reality   of   the   road.   What  
interests   me   in   her   account,   however,   is   her   brief   attention   to   recounting   one’s  
hitchhiking  experiences  as  sharing  road  knowledge:  “These  stories,  even  if  they  are  
exaggerated,  are  taken  very  seriously  by  hitchhikers  because  they  provide  information  
hitchhikers   cannot   acquire   through   the   guidebooks   or   tourist   leaflets   provided   for  
more   conventional   travellers”   (Mukerji,   1978,   p.244).   The   situation   seems   to   be  
somewhat  similar  in  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China,  except  that  the  Internet  
allows   hitchhiking   stories   to   be   shared   on   a   much   larger   scale.   Insofar   as   the  
recounting  of  hitchhiking  stories  should  be  seen  as  a  way  of  constructing  a  heroic  self-­‐
image  to  manage  the  hitchhiker’s  identity  problems  rather  than  a  descriptive  account  
of  their  hitchhiking  experiences  (Mukerji,  1978),  the  sharing  of  road  knowledge  cannot  
be  understood  as  factual  information  but  a  way  of  (intentionally  or  unintentionally)  
constructing   the   road   ‘realities’.   Such   realities   are   neither   true   nor   false   (Mukerji,  
1978),  as  indicated,  for  instance,  in  my  discussion  about  the  ‘appropriate’  hitchhiking  
gesture   and   the   notion   of   sleeping   in   the   lift-­‐giver’s   car   as   a   ‘taboo’.   Indeed,   the  
analysis  in  this  chapter  suggests  a  desire  among  hitchhiking  travellers  to  recount  how  
to  be  a  hitchhiker  and  how  to  hitchhike  (although  most  obvious  in  terms  of  ‘the  identity’  
and  ‘the  practice’,  this  desire  is  also  implicated  in  the  discussion  of  ‘the  scene’  and  ‘the  
relation’),  or  to  use  Foucault’s  term,  the  will  to  ‘truth’  (1978)  –  ‘truths’  of  hitchhiking  
and  being  a  hitchhiker.  Therefore,  as  with  Foucault’s  understanding  of  the  history  of  
sexuality   (1978),   the   ‘truths’   of   hitchhiking   can   be   seen   as   being   produced   by  
storytelling   (in   all   its   forms,   e.g.   concerning   both   the   self   and   the   others;   actual  
experiences  or  word-­‐of-­‐mouth)  as  a  form  of  discursive  power.  In  the  next  chapter,  I  
turn   to   the   ‘truths’   of   gender   in   hitchhiking,   investigating   the   production   of   such  
‘truths’  by  discursive  power,  or  specifically  the  most  widely  shared  notion  regarding  
gender  in  hitchhiking:  It  is  easier  but  more  dangerous  for  the  female  to  hitchhike.  
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Chapter  7  Rethinking  Gender  in  Hitchhiking  Travel  
7.1  Introduction     
  
This  chapter  aims  at  understanding  gender  as  part  of  the  ‘truth’  of  hitchhiking  travel  
produced  by  discursive  power  as  mentioned  at  the  end  of  the  previous  chapter.  The  
second   section   (the   section   that   follows)   is   to   understand   how   the   gendered  
hitchhiking  subjects  are  constituted  through  the  (predominant)  discourse  of  ease  and  
risk   in   hitchhiking   travel.   In   particular,   I   attempt   to   foreground   the   notions   of  
‘vulnerability’   and   ‘invulnerability’   which   become   powerfully   associated   with   the  
female   hitchhiker   and   the  male   hitchhiker   (and   lift-­‐giver)   respectively.   In   the   third  
section,   I   further   the   discussion   about   (in)vulnerability   by   first   discussing   a  
representation  of   the   invulnerable   female  hitchhiker   (and   the  vulnerable  male   lift-­‐
giver)  that  is  alternative  to  the  one  considered  in  the  first  section.  This  leads  to  my  
consideration   of   the   interplay   of   normative   heterosexuality   and   the   principle   of  
reciprocity  in  hitchhiking  as  intersecting  discursive  regimes.  Then  I  draw  upon  Butler  
to  rethink  the  notion  of  vulnerability  in  the  case  of  hitchhiking  travel  and  argue  that  
all  hitchhiking  subjects,  both  female  and  male,  are  ‘vulnerable’  to  various  discourses  
of  gender  and  hitchhiking.  The  fourth  section  explores  the  (sexed)  body  in  hitchhiking  
travel,  specifically  through  the  notion  of  gender  attribution.  The  sexed  body,  I  argued,  
materialises  as  either  male  or  female  as  the  effect  of  the  discursive  power  regime  of  
gender.  Afterwards,  I  attempt  to  briefly  consider  in  the  fifth  section  the  possibility  of  
resistance   to   the  dominant  gender  and   sexual  norms   in   the  context  of  hitchhiking  
travel   through   Butler’s   account   of   agency   and,   importantly,   her   conception   of  
vulnerability.  Finally,  in  the  sixth  section  I  provide  some  concluding  thoughts,  raising  
questions   about   the   heterosexual   desire   assumed   in   the   predominant   gender  
discourses  of  hitchhiking.  
  
  
  
 196 
7.2  Rethinking  Ease  and  Risk:  The  Gendered  Hitchhiking  Subject  
  
In  my  discussion  about   the   tactics  of  hitchhiking   in   the   last   chapter,   I   presented  a  
quote  from  my  participant  Gao  who  stated  that  a  boy  and  a  girl  hitchhiking  together  
is   the   best   combination.   Later   in   the   interview,   he   talked   about   his   hitchhiking  
experiences  with  a  female  companion:  
  
Generally  [we]  hitched  in  turn1.  But  she  hitched  a  bit  more,  because  she  is  a  girl  
after  all.  There  is  a  division  of  labour,  …  if  a  boy  and  a  girl  [hitchhiking  together],  
it  is  certainly  easier  if  the  girl  rather  than  the  boy  hitches,  this  is  for  sure.  Then,  
the  boy  plays  the  role  of  a  bodyguard.  (Gao,  M,  21)     
  
In  this  sense,  that  a  boy  and  a  girl  is  considered  as  the  ‘best  combination’  in  hitchhiking  
can  be  understood  as  that  they  complement  each  other  in  a  way  that  achieve  a  good  
balance  of   ‘ease’  and   ‘risk’,  which,  arguably,  is  at   the  heart  of  “the  safer  and  more  
reliable   version   of   hitchhiking”   (König,   2013,   p.1).   Whilst   the   label   of   ‘the   best  
combination’  is  disputed,  the  notion  that  the  combination  of  a  male  and  a  female  can  
balance  the  ‘ease’  and  the  ‘risk’  in  hitchhiking  is  not  only  already  implicated  in  some  
research  (Carlson,  1972;  Deng,  2017;  Fu,  2014;  Rinvolucri,  1974)  but  also  generally  
shared  among  my  participants  besides  Gao.  Underpinning  this  notion  is  that  it  is  easier  
but  more  dangerous  for  the  female  to  hitchhike  (see  Chapter  2),  or  inversely  it  is  more  
difficulty  but  safer  for  the  male  to  hitchhike.  This  is  rendered  particularly  explicit  in  the  
accounts  of  Qing  and  Qu,  who  hitchhiked  together  for  most  of  their  journeys  on  South  
Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route:     
  
…  I  thought  I  should  find  a  boy,  because,  er,  I  felt  the  degree  of  danger  for  a  girl  
[hitchhiking  alone]  is  quite  high  (interview  with  Qing,  F,  22)  
  
It  is  not  easy  for  a  boy  to  hitch  alone.  …There  is  no  need  to  exhaust  myself  like  
that.   I   am   on  my   own  what   if   one   day   I   don’t   get   lifts.   …   I   will   have   to   stay  
                                            
1   Here  ‘hitching  in  turn’  means  signalling  in  turn.  One  signal  but  the  other  gets  into  the  stopped  car  too.  
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overnight   in  the  wilderness  alone  …   I  didn’t  bring  a  tent  or  a  sleeping  bag.  …   I  
didn’t  want  to  risk.  Then  so  I  found  a  girl,  …  to  travel  together.  (interview  with  Qu,  
M,  25)     
  
The  notions  of  ‘ease’  and  ‘risk’  seem  to  be  interlocked  in  an  interesting  way.  As  the  
quote  by  Qu  demonstrates  the  ‘(un)ease’  of  getting  lifts  can  be  articulated  in  terms  of  
‘risk’   (“I   don’t   want   to   risk”).   This   risk   of   not   getting   lifts,   however,   seems   to   be  
radically  different,  perhaps  even  oppositional   (for   that   they   seem  to   be  negatively  
interrelated),  from  the  ‘risk’  that  exposes  the  female  to  (more)  dangers  in  hitchhiking.  
The   latter   risk,  or  more  precisely  danger,   for   the   female   to  hitchhike,   is   invariable  
considered   as   sex-­‐related   such   as   sexual   harassment   and   rape   (Carlson,   1972;  
Greeneley  &  Rice,  1974;  Miller,  1973;  Packer,  2001;   Rinvolucri,   1974).  As  a   female  
interviewee  Jiao  (F,  21),  who  constantly  worried  about  safety  when  hitchhiking  alone,  
confessed:     
  
…  It  seems  like  throughout  the  journey  [I]  only  have  this  concern  [about  sexual  
harassment]  (interview  with  Jiao)  
  
This  does  not  mean  that  (female)  hitchhiking  travellers  do  not  recognise  other  possible  
dangers,  but  that  such  dangers  seem  not  to  have  the  threatening  power  seen  in  the  
sex-­‐related  ones,  especially  rape.  Lu  (F,  24),  for  example,  acknowledged  dangers  other  
than   rape   in   hitchhiking   on   the   South   Sichuan   –   Tibet   Route   such   as   robbery,  
blackmailing,   and   even   car   accidents   (which   are   also   mentioned   by   some   other  
participants),  However,  such  risks  –  crimes  or  accidents,  do  not  concern  her  as  much  
as  rape  if  at  all:     
  
Lu:  ...  what  I  am  most  afraid  of  is  being  raped  
Me:  Rape?  
Lu:  Yes.  Robbing  for  money  is  alright.  
(interview  with  Lu)  
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Perhaps  this  is  hardly  surprising.  It  has  been  pointed  out  that  rape  (or  sexual  coercion  
in  general)  is  unique  compared  to  other  crimes  in  that  it  has  a  strong  victim-­‐blaming  
tendency  (notably  stronger  than,  for  instance,  in  robbery,  see  Bieneck  &  Krahé,  2011),  
generating   “intense   shame,   stigma,   and   emotionality”   for   the   victims   (Koss,   2010,  
p.221).  Knowing  that  they  are  likely  to  be  held  responsible  for  the  very  sexual  violation  
that  they  suffer   is  an  added  burden  for  the  female  that  makes  the  fear  of  rape  (or  
sexual  coercion  more  generally)  worse,  and  perhaps   in  this  case  more  threatening,  
than  that  of  other  crimes  (Gordon  &  Riger,  1989)  and  risks.  It  is  widely  believed  that  
rape   myths   are   closely   associated   with   such   victim-­‐blaming   tendency   in   sexual  
violence  (e.g.  Burt,  1980;  1998;  Edwards  et  al.,  2011;  Lonsway  &  Fitzgerald,  1994;  Ryan,  
2011;   Suarez   &   Gadalla,   2010).   The   rape   myth   of   hitchhiking   that   a   woman   who  
hitchhikes  is  asking  to  be  raped  (Brownmiller,  1975;  Burt,  1980;  Burt  &  Estep,  1981),  
which  was  particularly  popular  in  the  1970s  West  (Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974),  are  
also  present  in  the  context  of  contemporary  China,  although  not  in  the  exactly  same  
forms.  Yuan  (F,  28),  for  example,  reflected  on  an  unpleasant  incident  where  the  lift-­‐
giver   attempted   to   get   her   drunk   and   afterwards   expressed   his   (sexual)   affection  
towards  her:     
  
[If]   the   female  when   hitching,   pay   attention   to   clothing   and   language   (watch  
what  you  say)  hitching  on  318  [she]  can  avoid  many  risks  …  It  was  exactly  because  
I   on   the   third   car   [the   car   with   the   unpleasant   incident]   talking   too  much.  …  
leading   to   unnecessary   misunderstanding   from   their   side.   …   others   are   not  
stupid,  …  if  they  think  you  are  implying,  they  won’t  refuse.  (some  afterthoughts  
Yuan  sent  to  me  through  Wechat  after  the  interview)  
  
Admittedly  this  experience  of  Yuan’s  does  not   involve  sexual  violence   like  rape  but  
rather  was  a  relatively  ‘harmless’  incident.  However,  her  account  seems  to  be  in  line  
with  the  depiction  in  rape  myths  that  the  possibility  of  sexual  exploitation  is  admitted  
as  an  inherent  part  of  hitchhiking  travel,  which  the  female  hitchhiker  should  expect  
(Greenley  &  Rice,  1974;  Miller,  1973).  It  conveys  a  sense  that  it  is  down  to  the  female  
hitchhiking  traveller  to  do  something  to  avoid  such  sexual  exploitation  (“pay  attention  
to  clothing  and  language”),  and  if  she  failed  to  do  so  she  is  ‘asking  for  it’  (Packer,  2001).  
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Moreover,  the  seemingly  ‘harmlessness’  is  not  to  be  used  to  deny  the  unpleasantness,  
and  perhaps  more  importantly  the  sense  of  susceptibility,  caused  by  such  unwanted  
sexual  attention.  After  all,  in  Yuan’s  narrative  that  male  lift-­‐giver  did  attempt  to  get  
her   drunk,   a   practice   that   is   too   readily   interpreted   by   the   female   as   alarming.  
Whereas   Yuan   herself   did   not   speak   about   the   incident   as   such,   a   sense   of  
susceptibility   was   in   fact   imposed   on   her   as   a   female   throughout   the   practice   of  
hitchhiking  as  the  following  excerpt  from  our  interview  indicates:  
  
Me:  Hmm,  okay,  will  you  still  hitchhike  in  the  future?     
Yuan:  Err,  it  depends.  Because  –  but  I  think  as  a  single  female  hitchhiking,  [one]  
needs  to  pay  attentions  to  …  something.  I  feel  something  can  happen.     
…  
Me:  Is  this  your,  your  feeling?  …  that’s  based  on  your  own  experiences?  
Yuan:  Yes.  As  I  already  told  you,  before  I  hitchhiked,  I  have  this,  I  am  very  wary.     
Me:  Right,  so  –  so  this  is  from  your,  err,  everyday  …  life  experiences.     
Yuan:  …  Right.  I  –  I  am  the  kind  that  is  quite  wary.  When  arrived  in  a,  err,  strange  
environment,  …  [I]  like  to  observe  more,  that’s,  not  very  much  at  ease.  Even  if  I  
think  this  person  is  OK,  I  wouldn’t  be  entirely  reassured  .     
(Interview  with  Yuan,  F,  28)  
  
In  this  case,  the  sense  of  susceptibility,  as  acknowledged  by  Yuan,  is  from  her  ongoing  
life   experiences,   which   include   but   are   not   restricted   to   those   of   her   hitchhiking  
journey  (and  this  sense  of  susceptibility  is  noted  in  research  of  solo  female  travellers,  
see  Wilson  &  Little,  2008).  As  Brownmiller  (1975)  claimed,  “[w]omen  are  trained  to  be  
rape   victims”   (p.309).   According   to   her,   “[t]o   talk   about   rape,   even   with   nervous  
laughter,   is   to   acknowledge   a   woman’s   special   victim   status”   (Brownmiller,   1975,  
p.309).  Perhaps   it   is  in  this  sense  that  Koss   (2010)  claimed  the  fear  of  rape  as  “the  
most   powerful   predicator   of   women’s   general   fear   of   crime”   (p.221)   –   because   it  
unreservedly  exposes  the  fundamental  (sexual)  vulnerability  of  women  in  relation  to,  
and   in   comparison   to   men,   which   to   a   large   extent   characterises   the   normative  
heterosexuality.   According   to   Gavey   (2005),   this   “legitimized   normalized,   and  
normalizing  constructions  of  aggressive  male  sexuality  and  passive  female  sexuality  
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[that]  provide  not  only  a  social  pattern  for  coercive  sexuality  but  also  a  convenient  
smoke-­‐screen  for  rationalizing  rape  (within  heterosexual  relationships,  in  particular)  
as  simply   just  sex”  (p.72).   It   is   from  this  perspective  provided  by  Gavey  (and  those  
feminists  who  insist  on  seeing  rape  as  closely  related  to  normative  heterosexuality  like  
Brownmiller  that  influenced  her  formulation)  that  the  ‘harmless’  experience  of  Yuan  
cannot  be  regarded  as  entirely  dissociable  from  rape  and  other  sexual  coercion.  It  falls  
into   a   grey   area   (although   not   the   grey   area   between   sex   and   rape   that   Gavey  
considered):   It   is  not  precisely   sexual   violence  or   coercion,  but   it   is  not   something  
without  sexual  undertones  either  –  it  generates  uncomfortableness,  unpleasantness,  
and  even  fear.  What  needs  to  be  highlighted  here  is  that  rape  myths  are  no  less  about  
normative  heterosexuality   than  about   rape   (Gavey,  2005).  As  Gavey   (2005)   stated,  
‘[t]hese   “myths”   are   part   of   dominant   discourses   about  women,  men,   power   and  
sexuality   which   help   to   construct   views   about   the   likelihood   of   rape   in   particular  
situations,  about  the  sorts  of  women  who  get  raped,  and  about  men  who  rape’  (p.176).  
In   this   sense,   myths   of   rape   (or   sexual   coercion   in   general)   as   heteronormative  
discourses   implies   the   positioning   of   the   female   as   disempowered   object   of  male  
desire  and  sets  up  a  female  subjectivity  in  which  she  understands  herself  as  vulnerable  
(see  Parker,  1992;  Wiling,  2001,  for  a  Foucauldian  understanding  of  discourses  that  
make   possible   certain   subject   positions   and   certain   subjectivities).   The   account   of  
another  interviewee  Jiao  (F,  21)  demonstrates  this:  
  
Jiao:  …  that  day  I  was  scared  to  death.  There  were  two  male  drivers  [on  the  car],  …  
he  [they?]  frequently  stopped  the  car,  …  in  the  wilderness,  …  
Me:  He  –  why  did  he  stop?  
…     
Jiao:  …  or  for  smoking,  or  for  going  to  the  loo,  or  …  other  things.  …  kept  stopping  
the  car,  every  time  he  stopped,  I  was  frightened.  
Me:  Why  were  you  frightened?  
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Jiao:  …  there  was  not  a  single  car  in  front  or  behind,  [I]  was  worried  about  …  that  
sort  of  things2.  And  the  driver  chatted  with  me,  and  he  actually  talked  about  this  …  
…  
Jiao:  …  he  said  that  there  was  a  girl  who  hitchhiked  to  Tibet  like  this,  and  on  her  
arrival  in  Tibet  [she]  caught  several  diseases,  something  like  AIDS,  …  [I]  felt  like  he  
was  implying  something.  I  was  really  scared  at  that  time.  …  
(interview  with  Jiao)  
  
Although  Jiao  reported  that  in  reality  she  had  no  unpleasant  encounter  with  the  (male)  
lift-­‐givers   throughout   her   journey,   for   her,   as   for   Yuan   and   some   other   female  
participants,  the  hitchhiking  journey  to  an  extent  was  experienced  as  an  exposure  to  
potential  sexual  exploitations  regardless  of  whether  or  not  it  is  indeed  dangerous  once  
that  subject  position  of  the  vulnerable  female  is  taken  up,  as  it  is  tellingly  shown  in  
Jiao’s  confession:  
  
…  I  forcibly  planted  that  idea  in  my  mind  (Jiao,  F,  21)  
  
However,  this  does  not  mean  that  sex-­‐related  risks  are  simply  imagined  by  Jiao  and  
other  female  hitchhiking  travellers.  Indeed,  it  is  questionable  whether  it  is  this  ‘I’  that  
‘planted   that   idea’   of   being   a   vulnerable   female   exposed   to   the   (potentially)  
dangerous  male  lift-­‐givers.  In  a  Butlerian  (1993;  1997a;  1997b;  2004a;  2005;  2015b)  
understanding,  it  is  through  the  ‘taking  up’  of  that  subject  position  that  one  can  come  
into  a  (gendered)  being  at  all.  In  other  words,  there  is  no  already  constituted  subject  
that   takes   up   the   position   of   the   vulnerable   female   hitchhiker   but   only   that   very  
‘taking  up’  from  which  the  female  subject  emerges,  as  for  Butler  being  interpellated  
and  acted  upon  is  the  very  condition  of  emerging  as  a  speaking  and  acting  subject.  Of  
course,  it  makes  little  sense  to  argue  that  the  hitchhiking  travellers  are  not  (gendered)  
subjects  before  their  participation  in  the  practice  of  hitchhiking  as  they  clearly  already  
are.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  gender  interpellation  does  not  happen  once  
                                            
2   Jiao’s  worry  is  always  about  sexual  harassment  as  mentioned  above.  
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and  for  all.  Gender  performativity  is  an  important  part  of  not  only  subject  formation  
but  also  “the  ongoing  political  contestation  and  reformulation  of  the  subjects”  (Butler,  
1997a,   p.160,   also   see   Butler,   1990;   1993).   In   this   sense,   hitchhiking   should   be  
understood  as  one  of  the  many  contexts  of  the  instantiation  of  gender  which  gender  
can  neither  be  reduced  to  nor  extricated  from  (Butler,  2004a).  In  this  sense,  that  the  
subjects  are  already  constituted  and  gendered  by  the  time  they  enter  the  domain  of  
hitchhiking  travel  does  not  mean  that  they  are  not  affected  by  gender  discourses  in  
their  experiences  of  hitchhiking  as  part  of  that  ongoing  subject  reformulation.  In  fact,  
to  an  extent  it  is  precisely  the  forcible  citation  of  gender  norms  in  heteronormativity  
that   conditions   and   shapes   the   discourses   of   gender,   ease   and   risk   in   hitchhiking.  
Some   participants   actually   drew   upon   the   wider   discourses   of   gender   in   Chinese  
mainstream  society  in  discussing  particularly  the  vulnerability  of  (and  hence  the  risks  
and  dangers  facing  by)  the  female  hitchhiking  traveller:  
  
So  it  is  definitely  more  dangerous  for  girls  than  boys  to  hitchhike.  In  fact,  it  is  so  
in  the  entire  society.  Not  just  in  hitchhiking,  in  any  case  females  are  in  more  risks  
than  males  when  facing  dangers.  (Wang,  M,  26)  
  
…   maybe   [because]   females,   old   people   and   children   are   considered   as   the  
vulnerable  groups  in  the  society  (Fan,  F,  26)  
  
Through   this   formulation,   equally,   it   can   be   argued   that   the  male   hitchhiker   (and  
indeed  other   participants   in  hitchhiking)  emerges   from   the   ‘taking  up’  of  a   certain  
subject  position  provided  by  discourses.  For  instance:     
  
Xu:  …  I  haven’t  seen  any  female  drivers  throughout  the  journey.  And,  …  I  as  a  male  
will  not  be  intimidated  by  female  drivers  anyway.  But  mainly  it  is,  a  female  going  
hitchhiking,  [she]  will  be  relatively  concerned  about  the  male,  male  drivers  on  the  
vehicle  …  
Me:  Why  are  males  not  intimidated  by  female  drivers?  …  
Xu:  …   If  males  use  violence,   it’s  difficult   for   females  to  resist.  But,  er,   females,  
[they]  will  not  use  violence.  At  the  most,  she  could,  maybe,  robbing  for  money  is  
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possible.  But  robbing  for  money  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  female  driver,   the  
male  driver  may  also  rob  for  money.  
…  
Xu:  …  But  money  is  a  different  thing.  It’s  mainly  sexuality.  In  terms  of  sexuality  
the  girls  are  in  a  relatively  vulnerable  position.  If  a  male  driver  or  a  male  try  to  
force,  it  is  difficult  for  a  female  to  resist.  
Me:  So  you  think  that  the  female  driver  is  not  able  to  force?  
Xu:  Yes.  I  felt,  female  -­‐  female  drivers  cannot  force  me.  
(Interview  with  Xu,  M,  28)  
  
Here  Xu  considered  the  scenario  of  the  male  hitchhiker  being  sexually  coerced  by  the  
female  lift-­‐giver,  and  through  that  considering  rendered  this  scenario  impossible  and  
irrelevant.   The   male   hitchhiking   traveller   cannot   be   the   victim   of,   and   is   not  
threatened  by  sexual  violence  because  the  female  “will  not  use  violence”;  and  even  if  
she  uses  violence,  she  is  not  able  to  force  the  male  sexually  (“female  drivers  cannot  
force  me”).  Thus,  the  male  hitchhiker  (and  lift-­‐giver)  is  constituted  as  invulnerable,  or  
indeed  impenetrable.  In  contrast  to  this  is  that  “it’s  difficult  for  females  to  resist”  male  
violence.  As   such,   vulnerability   seems   to  become   the  defining   characteristic  of   the  
female  hitchhiking  traveller  and  invulnerability  the  male  one.  In  a  perhaps  strange  and  
counter-­‐intuitive   way,   it   may   be   argued   that   one   becomes   a   male   or   a   female  
hitchhiker  precisely  through  ‘taking  up’  the  subject  positions  of  being  invulnerable  or  
vulnerable,  where  that  ‘taking  up’,  again,  is  never  some  sort  of  free  choices  but  the  
forcible  citation  that  compels  the  already  gendered  subject  to  comply  with  the  norms  
and  become  a  ‘proper’  gendered  hitchhiking  traveller.     
  
It  is  also  implied  in  Xu’s  account  that  the  sex-­‐related  risks  can  simply,  but  merely,  be  
dealt   with   by   the   male,   which   on   the   one   hand   reflects   the   heteronormative  
understanding  about  gender  and   (in)vulnerability,  and  on  the  other  hand,  provides  
implications  for  the  widely  shared  notion  that  the  female  is  better  off  travelling  with  
a  male  companion  for  the  sake  of  safety  (Carlson,  1972;  Fu,  2014).  Whilst  the  female  
hitchhiker  cannot  be(come)  a  male  to  avoid  or  address  such  risks  and  dangers,  she  can  
be  with  one.  In  addition,  this  seems  to  also  imply  that  the  male  hitchhiker,  if  travelling  
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with  a  female  companion,  not  only  needs  to  be  invulnerable  but  also  protective  and  
caring.  Insomuch  as  the  male  hitchhiker  plays  the  role  of  the  ‘bodyguard’,  he  is  often  
considered   as   responsible   for   protecting   and   taking   care   of   his   vulnerable   female  
companion.  As  Chen  (M,  36)  claimed:  
  
I  think  perhaps,  everyone  will  have  a  preconception.  Because  after  all,  [everyone]  
thinks  that  girls  may  be  relatively  weak,  …  then  it  is  not  as  convenient  [for  girls]  
when  it  comes  to  staying  the  nights,  and  then  perhaps  [girls]  are  not  as  physically  
enduring  as  their  male  counterparts.  …  maybe  everyone  will  think  like  this,  …  so  
perhaps  more  willing  to,   to,   to  help  the  girls   to  get   lifts.  …  when  encountering  
[girls]  I  am  willing  to  provide  them  some  help,  yes.  
  
It   is  can  be  seen,  interestingly,  that  the  male  is  differentiated  as  the  dangerous  lift-­‐
giver  and  the  ‘bodyguard’  hitchhiking  companion  in  gender  discourses  of  hitchhiking.  
Consider  that  as  mentioned  in  chapter  6,  looking  for  companions  online  is  common  
with  hitchhiking  travellers,  which  means  that  the  male  companion  may  very  well  be  a  
stranger  (although  this  may  not  contribute  much  to  a  sound  argument  as  date  rapes  
and  rapes  from  acquaintances  are  increasingly  recognised,  Koss,  2010).  One  inevitably  
wonders:  if  both  the  male  lift-­‐giver  and  the  male  companion  are  often  strangers  to  
the   female   hitchhiking   traveller,   then   why   one   is   associated   with   sexual   coercion  
whereas   the  other   is   considered  as   someone  who  protect   her   from  precisely   such  
coercion?   My   female   participants   were   generally   vague   about   this   question   (e.g.  
suggesting  that  hitchhiking  travellers  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  are  unlikely  
to   be   bad   people).   I   propose   that   this   question   may   be   considered   through   the  
different  operations  of  reciprocity  between  the  female  hitchhiker  and  the  male  lift-­‐
giver  on  the  one  hand,  and  between  the  female  hitchhiker  and  her  male  companion  
on  the  other.  In  the  latter  case,  the  relation  between  the  female  hitchhiker  and  her  
male  companion,  as  abovementioned,  is  considered  as  complementary.  The  mutual-­‐
beneficial   nature   renders   the   relation   a   reciprocal   one   from   the   beginning.   It   is  
unequivocally  a  social  exchange,  as  the  relation  is  formed  based  on  self-­‐interests  for  
both  parties  (the  male  wants  to  increase  the  ease  whilst  the  female  wants  to  decrease  
the   risk).  But   in   the   former   case,  as   I   argued   in  Chapter  6,   ‘indebtedness’   features  
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significantly  in  the  hitchhiker  –  lift-­‐giver  relation  because  this  relation  is  established  
through  (although  not  determined  by)  the  very  ‘giving/receiving’.  The  ‘lift’  is  seen  as  
irredeemable   for   the   hitchhiker,   and   this   irredeemability   commands   the   incessant  
efforts   of   approximating   the   inapproximable   reciprocity.   Female   sexuality   forcibly  
becomes   a   substitute   for  monetary   payment   as   the  most   effective  mechanism   of  
reciprocity   in   hitchhiking   travel.   I   will   return   to   this   point   later.   What   I’d   like   to  
highlight  here   is   the  intersection  of  the  gendered  subject  positions  and  the  subject  
positions  of  being  the  hitchhiker  or  the  lift-­‐giver  that  results  in  the  differentiation  of  
the  male  lift-­‐giver  and  the  male  companion.     
  
The  effect  of  such  intersectionality  can  also  be  seen  in  the  rarity  of  female  lift-­‐givers  
on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route   implied  also   in  Xu’s  account,  which   is  a  notion  
shared   generally   by   my   participants   (and   is   also   reflected   in   my   observation   and  
experiences).  Whilst  some  referred  to  stereotypical  views  about  the  practice  of  driving  
(e.g.  the  females  are  not  as  good  drivers  as  the  males,  and  they  are  usually  do  not  dare  
to  drive  on  this  route  which  is  not  an  easy  one  to  drive  on)  and  gender  occupational  
segregation  (many  drivers  on  this  route  are  transporting  freight,  which  tends  to  be  a  
male  job);  some  pointed  to  the  threats  posed  by  male  hitchhikers  (Guéguen,  2007;  
Morgan  et  al.,  1975)  that  powerfully  stops  particularly  the  (lone)  female  drivers  (but  
also  some  male  ones)  from  picking  them  up.  In  this  case,  such  threats  induced  by  being  
a  male  is  considered  as  an  important  reason  for  the  (perceived)  relative  unease  for  
the  male  to  hitchhike:     
  
…  She  [a  female  lift-­‐giver  picked  up  Wei  and  his  male  companion]  said  [that  she]  
had  thought  about  the  danger  of  picking  up  us  two  males.  …  Because  she,  came  
out  with  her  daughter,  [they]  on  the  road  must  fear  about  danger.  (1st  interview  
with  Wei,  M,  20)  
  
Me:  …  So  you  think  it’s  easier  for  girls  than  for  boys  to  hitch?  
Yuan:  …  Right,  a  little  easier.  Because  girls,  first  the  degree  of  danger  of  girls  is  
lower  than  that  of  the  boys  [in  the  eyes  of  the  lift-­‐giver].  
(interview  with  Yuan,  F,  28)  
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While   the   lift-­‐giver   is   understood   as   being   in   a   supposedly   powerful   position  
(Rinvolucri,  1974),  it  seems  that  a  female  cannot  take  up  a  position  as  such  due  to  her  
defining  vulnerability  (exposure  to  the  ‘dangerous’  male  hitchhikers,  when  there  is  no  
other  male  driving  companion  ‘protecting’  her).  In  this  sense,  the  positions  of  the  lift-­‐
giver  and  the  hitchhiker  and  the  relation  between  them  are  always  already  gendered.  
In  conceiving  a  dominant  lift-­‐giving  subject,  this  subject  is  always  already  a  masculine  
one,  and  thus,  conditioned  by  gender  norms,  usually  a  male  one.  In  other  words,  the  
position  of  the   lift-­‐giver   is  not  readily   for  a   female  to  take  up.  Although   I  have  not  
specifically  investigated  in  the  female  lift-­‐giver,  it  is  not  difficult  to  imagine  the  sort  of  
discourses  about  them  may  have  been  like:  a  woman  inviting  a  strange  man  to  her  
own  car  is  asking  to  be  ‘raped’.  One  can  see  how  such  rape  myths  about  female  lift-­‐
givers  can  be  even  more  convincing  than  those  about  female  hitchhikers,  as  from  a  
heteronormative  point  of  view  what  else  could  a  female  want  other  than  casual  sex  if  
she   asks   a   man   into   her   car   whereas   female   hitchhiker   at   least   wants   a   lift.  
Nonetheless,  there  seems  not  to  be  such  rape  myths  about  female  lift-­‐givers  (or  they  
are  not  significant  enough  to  be  mentioned  in  studies  that  noticed  the  rape  myths  of  
hitchhiking  such  as  Brownmiller,  1975;   Burt,  1980;  Burt  &   Estep,  1981).  A   possible  
reason  for  this  is  that  the  female  is  unlikely  to  give  lifts  anyway  (Guéguen  and  Fischer-­‐
Lokou’s,  2004;  Morgan  et  al.,  1975).  However,  I  would  like  to  highlight  that  ‘unlikely’  
is  not  the  same  as  ‘will  not’,  as  some  of  my  (male)  participants  such  as  Wei  actually  
had  experiences  of  being  picked  up  by  female  lift-­‐givers.  What  are  the  implications  of  
a   female   becoming   a   lift-­‐giver?  And  what   does   it  mean   that   this   female   lift-­‐giver,  
rather   than   being   dominant   and   powerful   in   a   (hetero)normative   notion   about  
hitchhiking,  is  cautious  and,  as  it  were,  fearful  as  depicted  in  Wei’s  above  quote?  I  will  
briefly  attend  to  this  in  Section  7.5,  proposing  that  the  female  lift-­‐giver  picking  up  a  
male  hitchhiker  may  serve  as  a  pointer  to  consider  resistance.  Nevertheless,  I  turn  to,  
in   the   following   section,   the   intersection   of   the   gendered   positions   and   the  
hitchhiker/lift-­‐giver   positions,   in   particular,   the   interplay   between   the   normative  
heterosexuality  and  the  principle  of  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking.     
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7.3  Rethinking  Vulnerability:  Sex  and  Reciprocity  
  
The  task  set  for  this  section  is  to  rethink  vulnerability  through  a  consideration  of  the  
interplay  of  (hetero)sex  and  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking  travel.  I  would  like  to  begin  the  
consideration   by   highlighting   an   image,   or   indeed   a   set   of   images,   of   the   female  
hitchhiking   traveller   that   are   perhaps   equally   widespread   as,   though   much   more  
controversial  than,  the  vulnerable  female  hitchhiker:  the  autonomous,  desiring,  and  
manipulative  female  who  voluntarily,  eagerly,  and  strategically  utilises  femininity  and  
(female)   sexuality   to   her   advantages   in   hitchhiking   travel.   For   instance,   Li   (M)3,   a  
gallery  owner  I  met  in  Lhasa,  mentioned  one  of  his  experiences:  
  
He  and  several  friends  (male)  travelled  together.  The  friends  picked  up  two  girls  
on  the  way.  …  During  the  journey  these  two  girls  attempted  to  cottoned  up  to  the  
rich  guy  among  the  friends  (Li  said  that  his  [this  rich  guy]  overall  property  is  over  
100  million  yuan),  whilst  rarely  interact  with  Li  and  others.  Li  expressed  that  these  
two  girls  travelled  with  them  for  quite  a  long  journey.  He  said  that  [during  the  
journey]  renting  tents  in  XXX  cost  over  1,000  yuan  per  tent,  and  drinking  in  bars  
cost  one  to  two  thousand  yuan  per  night.  From  his  connotation,  [I]  could  feel  that  
he  despised  these  two  girls  getting  free  foods  and  accommodations.  He  said  that  
in  the  final  destination  of  the  journey,  these  two  girls  left  the  group  with  two  guys  
separately  (Li  didn’t  mention  whether  one  of  these  guys  was  the  rich  guy),  one  of  
the  pairs  said  they  were  going  to  “watch  to  moon”,  Li  said,  “who  knows  whether  
they  were  indeed  going  to  watch  the  moon”.  Li’s  connotation  was  implying  that  
they  were  going  to  have  a  shag.  (fieldnotes,  06/07/2017)  
  
Similar  stories  and  experiences,  although  usually  not  as  detailed,  widely  circulate  in  
and  beyond  the  hitchhiking  community  in  contemporary  China,  facilitated  particularly  
                                            
3   Li  is  not  one  of  my  interviewees  (thus  I  do  not  know  his  age,  although  he  looks  like  in  his  later  twenties  to  early  
thirties).  Neither  was  he  a  hitchhiking  traveller.  But  we  did  have  quite  a  long  conversation,  in  which  there  were  
discussions   on   gender   and   hitchhiking   travel.   Our   conversation   was   not   recorded   and   the   contents   of   our  
conversation  were  written  down  as  fieldnotes,  mostly  based  on  my  memory  and  some  notes  of  certain  key  words  
or  sentences  I  noted  down  with  my  mobile  phone  during  the  conversation.  
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by  online  platforms  and  social  media  as  I  alluded  to  in  Chapter  2.  One  interviewee  Lu  
(F,  24)  talked  about  an  article  posted  on  a  website  called  Zhihu4   (the  link  of  which  was  
sent   to   her   by   a   friend   of   hers   through  Wechat)   she   read   before   her   hitchhiking  
journey:  
  
…  the  main  idea  of  the  article  is  roughly  [this],  how  could  there  be  that  many  free  
rides   awaiting   you  …,   [they   are]   all   exchanged   for   the   body   or   this   and   that.  
(interview  with  Lu)  
  
Other  participants  also  mentioned  what  they  learned  online.  For  instance:  
  
There  are  a  lot  on  the  Internet,  …  travelling  the  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route,  …  girls,  …  
didn’t   spent  money,   then,   hitchhiking.   Then   [they]   basically   are,  …   all   sorts   of  
selling  their  bodies,  …  (interview  with  Yi,  F,  22)  
  
…  I  saw  piles  of  [comments],  …  [like]  others  pay  with  cards  and  you  pay  with  your  
cunt,  …  (interview  with  Xu,  M,  28)     
  
Similar  images,  as  alluded  to  in  Chapter  2,  have  been  already  attended  by  some  studies  
of  hitchhiking   in  the  1960s  and  1970s  West   (Miller,  1973;  Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  
1974).  Particularly  explicit  and  powerful   is   that  depicted   in  Miller’s   (1972)   study   in  
which  the  female  hitchhikers  “pick  up  male  traveling  companions5   and  casually,  albeit  
tacitly,   exchange   sex   for   meals,   shelter,   rides   and   companionship,   moving   from  
partner  to  partner  as  their  route  or  inclination  takes  them”  (p.18),  which  seems  to  fit  
well  with  the  postfeminist  representation  of  the  empowered  contemporary  women  
who   play   with   their   sexual   power   (Gill,   2007;   2009;   2016;   Gill   &   Orgad,   2015;  
McRobbie,  2009).   It   is  obvious  that   this   representation  of   the   female  hitchhiker  as  
powerful  contradicts  to  that  vulnerable   image  discussed   in  the  previous  section,  as  
                                            
4   Zhihu  is  a  Chinese  website  similar  to  Quora  
5   By  “male  traveling  companions”  Miller  seemed  to  include,  or  even  specifically  refer  to,  male  lift-­‐givers  as  
indicated  in  the  later  part  of  his  statement.     
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she  no  longer  fears  sexual  exploitation  but  rather  exploiting  (although  not  necessary  
sexually,  as  I  will  discuss  later)  the  male  lift-­‐giver.  As  such,  in  the  case  of  hitchhiking,  it  
can  also  be  argued  that  the  male  lift-­‐giver  becomes  vulnerable  as  a  potential  target  of  
the   invulnerable,   desiring   female   hitchhiker.   This   seems   to   challenge   the  
predominance  of  normative  heterosexuality  as  suggested  in  the  previous  section,  and  
in  this  alternative,  postfeminist-­‐like  discourse  the  female  hitchhiker  is  able  to  take  up  
an  active  and  desiring  subject  position  whereas  the  male  lift-­‐giver,  to  an  extent,  seems  
to  emerge  as  a  passive  object  of  her  desire.     
  
Nevertheless,   this   reversal   of   the   vulnerable   and   invulnerable   subject   positions  
between   the   female  hitchhiker  and   the  male   lift-­‐giver   should  not   be  accepted   too  
quickly,   as   Gavey   (2005)   certainly   helped   us   see   the   problems   of   such   an   simple  
reversal  with  her  discussion  about  the  rape  and  sexual  coercion  of  men  by  women,  
where  she  insisted  that  “we  must  consider  the  differences  in  the  legitimated  positions  
for  sexual  agency  for  women  and  men”  (p.208)  in  normative  heterosexuality.  It  seems  
that  women’s  sexual  desire  “must  be  displayed  only  in  ways  that  don’t  expose  it  too  
unambiguously”   if   at   all   (Gavey,   2005,   p.211).   Such   a   requirement   for   relatively  
obscure  expressions  of  female  sexual  agency  is  reflected  in  the  representation  of  the  
desiring   female   hitchhiker.   In   particular,   the   female   hitchhiker   as   the   ‘exploiter’   is  
portrayed  as  seductive  rather  than  violent  (which  is  what  the  male  exploiter  would  
look  like  –  consider  the  quote  presented  in  the  Section  7.2  where  Xu  claimed  that  the  
male   uses   violence   but   female   “will   not   use   violence”).   Through   my   casual  
conversations   with   various   participants   I   have   learned   that   in   this   alternative  
representation   the   female   hitchhiking   traveller   implies   sex   through,   for   instance,  
wearing  a  miniskirt  when  hitching  (fieldnotes,  06/07/2017,  which  interestingly  is  also  
a  strategy  of  getting  lifts  quickly  as  mentioned  in  some  research,  e.g.  Rinvolucri,  1974),  
or  by  saying  to  the  (male)  lift-­‐giver  something  like:  “Brother,  you  give  me  a  lift,  when  
we  arrive  there  we  [can]  share  a  room,  [that]  saves  money”  (fieldnotes,  25/07/2017)6.  
Equally,   it   is  difficult   to   imagine   the   supposedly   ‘vulnerable’  male   lift-­‐giver  being  a  
                                            
6   These  examples  must  not  be  seen  as  ‘facts’  as  they  may  only  be  part  of  the  rape  myths  in  hitchhiking.  
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victim  even  when  he  is  indeed  ‘seduced’  (and  manipulated)  by  the  exploitative  female  
hitchhiker,  as  within  the  male  sexual  drive  discourse  men  are  always  ready  to  consent  
to   any   sexual   initiation   and   may   even   experience   the   ‘forced’   sexual   advance   as  
positive  (Gavey,  2005).  This  is  reflected  in  that  the  victimisation  of  the  seduced  male  
lift-­‐givers  are,  to  my  knowledge,  have  not  been  talked  about  by  my  participants  or  in  
online  discussions  (and  they  are  not  blamed  as  promiscuous  like  the  seducing  female  
hitchhikers  are  either).     
  
My  participant  Jun’s  (F,  22)  account  demonstrates  how  the  female’s  experiences  of  
such  non-­‐violent  sexual  advances  are  differently  constructed  from  that  of  the  male  
lift-­‐giver.   In   the   interview   Jun   time   and   again   talked   about   female   hitchhikers,   or  
indeed   female   independent   travellers,   on   the   South   Sichuan   –   Tibet   Route   being  
‘abducted’,   that   is,   being   fooled   into   a   relation   (which   is   likely   to   lead   to   a   sexual  
relation   eventually)   instead   of   being   forced   into   sexual   activities.   The   ‘strategy’   of  
‘abducting’  employed  by  the  male  is,  as  Jun  indicated,  to  show  off,  to  impress,  or  more  
sophisticatedly,  to  be  kind,  to  appear  as  reliable,  and  finally  through  all  these  to  make  
the  female  voluntarily  be  ‘abducted’  (interview  with  Jun).  This  non-­‐violent  approach,  
in  a  way,  resembles  the  female  hitchhiker’s  ‘seduction’  abovementioned.  However,  
unlike   the  male   lift-­‐giver  who   is   often   considered   as   being   voluntarily   and   happily  
seduced,  a  female  hitchhiker  (or  traveller  more  generally)  on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  
Route,   as   Jun   seemed   to   suggest,   involves   in   casual   sexual   encounters   is   unlikely  
because  she  wants  to.  Even  if  she  enjoys  the  (sexual)  encounters  with  a  male/males,  
the  enjoyment  is  due  to  her  naiveté.  For  Jun,  it  seems  that  the  consent  and  enjoyment  
of  the  ‘abducted’  female  cannot  be  thought  as  ‘real’  consent  and  enjoyment  because  
they  are  precisely  the  effects  of  the  male’s  exploitation  of  her  immaturity:  
  
…  because  [in]  many  [situation]  it  is  someone  born  in  the  80s  making  a  move  on  
like   someone   born   in   1997,   …   in   these   [cases]   the   possibility   of   [the   younger  
female]  being   fooled   is   just   too  high.   I   think  after  all   your  age,  experiences   in  
everything,  ...  what  others  have  experienced  and  seen,  I  think,  [if  he  tries]  to  fool  
you,  [he]  can  fool  you  big  time.  Because  [if]  he  wants  to  fool  you,  you  may  not  
even  think  that  you  are  fooled.  Anyway  I  think,  [in]  this  she  may  be  voluntary,  but  
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I  think.  …  She  is  not  emotionally  mature.  Others  may  see  that  she  is  fooled,  [but]  
she  may  think  that  [she  is]  happy,  …  (Interview  with  Jun)  
  
This  notion  of  ‘abduction’  should  also  remind  us  of  the  ‘grey  area’  mentioned  in  the  
previous   section   –   not   precisely   coercion   and   violence   but   cannot   be   entirely  
dissociated   from   sexual   exploitation   either.   Consider   that   the   ‘harmless’   (sexual)  
affection  of  one  of  Yuan’s  (male)  lift-­‐givers  alarmed,  or  at  least  unsettled,  Yuan.  In  fact,  
sexual  implications  from  male  lift-­‐givers  that  fall   into  this  grey  area,  if  experienced,  
seems  to  be  mostly  experienced  in  ways  that  are  negative,  at  least  among  my  female  
interviewees.  For  instance:     
  
Qing:  …  I  don’t  like  that  driver.  …  He  was  a  bit,  making  that  sort  of  jokes.  …  
Me:  What  sort  of  jokes?  
Qing:  …  making  jokes  about  me,  that  is  me  and,  that,  he  was  making  jokes  about  
me  and  himself,  that’s  the  driver,  …  
Me:  That’s,  …  er,  you  said,  how  was  the  driver  really  making  the  jokes?  
Qing:  He  said,  er,  like  saying,  making,  those  jokes  about  relationship.     
(interview  with  Jiao,  F,  22)  
  
Therefore,  it  seems  that  normative  heterosexuality  does  not  entirely  loosen  its  grip  
even   in   alternative   discourses   that   are   seemingly   oppositional   to   the   dominant  
discourse   of   gender   in   hitchhiking,   to   an   extent   that   it   is   unclear   whether   these  
alternative  discourses  can  really  be  labelled  as  ‘alternative’.  They  are  reminiscent  of  
the  entanglement  of  feminist  and  anti-­‐feminist  discourses  in  what  Gill  (2007)  termed  
postfeminist  sensibility  (also  see  Gill,  2008;  2017;  Gill  &  Scharff,  2011;  McRobbie,  2009;  
2011):   The   normative   heterosexual   femininity   that   underlies   the   perceived  
vulnerability  of  the  female  remains  intact,  or  rather  is  incorporated  in  the  construction  
of  the  invulnerable  female  hitchhiker.  Significantly,  the  binary  representations  of  male  
and   female   sexuality   persist.   In   fact,   it   is   precisely   through   the   normative  
understanding  of  the  male  (lift-­‐giver)  as  active  sexual  agent  that  is  always  ready  for  
sex  that  the  construction  of  the  seductive  female  hitchhiker  is  possible  at  all.     
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In  this  case,   there  seems  to  be  a  contradiction   in  the  representation  of  the  female  
hitchhiker   being   an   active   and   desiring   subject:   If   female   sexuality   remains   to   be  
characterised  with  passivity  and  receptivity  in  this  representation,  what  is  she  really  
desiring?  Perhaps  this   is  a  good  place  to  point  out  the  ambiguity   in  Miller’s   (1973)  
statement  mentioned  earlier:  On  the  one  hand,  the  female  hitchhiker  is  portrayed  as  
a  desiring  subject  that  actively  pursues  sexual  experiences  rather  than  as  object  of  the  
male  desire  and  violence.  On  the  other  hand,  this  seemingly  desiring  female  hitchhiker  
is  considered  as  exchanging  sex  for  other  non-­‐sexual  things  as  if  to  imply  that  what  
the  female  hitchhiker  desires  is  actually  ‘meals,  shelter,  rides  and  companionship’,  and  
sex   is  a  means  to  acquire,  or  rather,  an  object  to  exchange  for  those  things.   In  my  
research,  as  can  be  seen  from  the  several  excerpts  presented  at  the  beginning  of  this  
section,  there  seems  to  be  an  inclination  to  see  sex,  or  the  sexualised  body,  as  being  
used  to  exchange  for  something  else  rather  than  being  a  pursuit  in  its  own  end.  In  fact,  
a   desiring   female   hitchhiker   that   is   purely   desiring   sexual   encounters   seems   to   be  
unthinkable  as  shown  by  Jun’s  (F,  22)  exclamation:     
  
Jun:   …those   [female   hitchhikers/travellers]   were   tricked   [into   sexual  
relationships],   …   [they]  may   be   immature,   and   [they]   themselves  might   …   be  
poor  …  
Me:  But  you  wouldn’t  think  it  is  because  she  just  likes  this  [sexual  encounter]  
Jun  (exclaimed):  Likes  this?  [Is  she]  mental?  
  
As  such,  the  female  sexuality  is  locked  into  the  principle  of  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking,  
which  is  central  in  understanding  the  power  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  
lift-­‐giver.  According  to  sexual  social  exchange  theory,  female  sexuality  is  considered  
to   be   endowed  with   exchange   value   (Basow  &  Minieri,   2011;   Baumeister  &  Vohs,  
2004),  perhaps  particularly  so  in  the  Chinese  context  of  ‘beauty  economy’  (Xu  &  Feiner,  
2007)  and  ‘sexual  economy’  (Farrer,  2002;  Zurndorfer,  2016).  It   is  in  this  sense  that  
the  body  of  the  female  hitchhiking  travellers  are  objectified  and  conceived  somewhat  
as  an  exchange  for  the  lift  from  the  (male)  lift-­‐giver.  Importantly,  in  settling  the  ‘debt’  
(the  given  lift),  female  sexuality  is  thought  to  have  similar  effectiveness  as  monetary  
payment,   which,   as   discussed   in   Chapter   6,   is   the   most   effective   in   achieving  
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reciprocity   between   the   hitchhiker   and   the   lift-­‐giver.   This   is   shown   perhaps   most  
explicitly  in  the  comment  mentioned  by  Xu  presented  earlier:  others  pay  with  cards  
and  you  pay  with  your  cunt.  Perhaps  this  equivalence  of  (female)  sexuality  and  money  
is  readily  comprehensible  as  commodification  of  sex  is  not  uncommon  today  in  and  
beyond  China  (Smith,  2011;  Yang  et  al.,  2012),  and  not  least  in  the  tourism  industry  
(Cabezas,   2004;   Clift   &   Carter,   2000;   Opperman,   1999).   Indeed,   as   mentioned   in  
Chapter  4,  in  the  sexual  economy  in  China  femininity  is  increasingly  seen  as  an  asset  
for  women  (Johansson,  1998;  Xu  &  Feiner,  2007;  Zurndorfer,  2016;  although  in  these  
studies   it   is   specifically   the   feminine   beauty   that   is   concerned).   Additionally,   that  
comment   mentioned   by   Xu   seems   to   also   subtly   convey   a   sense   of   ‘either/or’  
compulsion,  in  which  the  lift  can  only  be  paid  back  by  ‘cards’  (money)  or  ‘cunt’  (female  
sexuality).  As  shown  in  Jun’s  comment  in  our  discussion  of  female  hitchhikers  utilising  
their  femininity  and  sexuality:  
  
…  I  think  if  [you  are]  really  poor,  really  [if  you]  don’t  have  money,  don’t  go  out.  I  
think  if  you  go  out  you  surely  must  bring  money  with  you,  …     
  
Here  Jun  echoed  the  previously  mentioned  comments  from  non-­‐hitchhikers  that  one  
should  stay  home  instead  of  going  hitchhiking  if  one  does  not  have  enough  money  to  
travel  (see  Chapter  6).  But  rather  than  condemning  the  hitchhiker  as  taking  advantage  
of  others,  she  appears  to  imply  that  if  a  female  hitchhiker  cannot  pay  with  money  she  
is  deemed  to  pay  with  her  sexuality,  and  to  avoid  paying  with  sexuality  she  is  better  
to  stay  home.  In  this  interpretation,  we  can  see  the  violent  operation  of  the  principle  
of   reciprocity   as   the   regulatory   ideal   in   hitchhiking   travel.   As   free   of   charge   (in  
monetary  forms)  is  consider  by  many  hitchhikers  (at  least  among  my  participants)  as  
an  important  feature  of  hitchhiking,  they  are  usually  unwilling  to  pay  for  the  lifts  with  
money  (see  Chapter  6),  in  which  case,  paying  with  sexuality  is  automatically  chosen  
for  the  female  hitchhiker  as  being  compelled  by  the  principle  of  reciprocity.  Perhaps  
it  is  in  this  sense  that  those  female  hitchhikers  who  get  raped  or  sexually  harassed  are  
said  to  be  ‘asking  for  it’.     
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Nevertheless,   this   equivalence   of   female   sexuality   and   money   seems   to   remain  
problematic   in   understanding   sex   and   reciprocity   in   hitchhiking.   Consider   the  
expression  of  some  participants  that  they  do  not  mind  paying  for  the  lifts  provided  the  
money  asked  for  is  reasonable  (see  again  Chapter  6),  which  implies  that  there  will  be  
a  ‘price’  for  a  specific  lift  acceptable  by  both  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  (if  they  
can  still  be  called  those  names).  This  is  one  of  the  functions  of  money  –  to  measure  
the  value  of  goods  and  services  in  numerical  monetary  unit.  In  terms  of  paying  the  lift  
by   sex,   however,   there   seems   not   to   be   such   clarity.   Often   the   value   of   female  
sexuality  can  be  considered  as  exceeding  that  of  the  lift(s)  to  include,  in  a  complicated  
way,  foods,  accommodation  and  more,  as  indicated  in  Miller’s  statement  (1973)  and  
Li’s  experience  mentioned  in  the  beginning  of  this  section.  In  the  somewhat  extreme  
cases,   female   sexuality   may   even   accord   to   the   female   hitchhiker   the   power   of  
becoming  a  ‘gold-­‐digger’.  For  instance:     
  
Xu:  But  –  But  if  a  girl  honestly,  for  example  if  she  hitched  an  off-­‐road  car,  then  
[the  driver]   is  obviously  someone  rich,   then  she   intentionally  wants  to  hitch  by  
selling  her  cunt,  I  think  that’s  a  different  thing.  
Me:  Oh,  why  do  you  think  …  the  girl  would  only  do  this  when  [she]  sees  off-­‐road  
–  off-­‐road  cars?  
Xu:  Because  many  –  because,  …  indeed  there  is  a  –  a  small  number  of  girls,  she  
[they?]  is  quite  money-­‐worshiping,  she  is  willing  to  do  such  things.  
…  
Xu:  Err,  imagine  that  if  he  is  a  lorry  –  lorry  driver,  she  is  certainly  not  willing  to  do  
so.  
Me:  Hmm.  
Xu:  Even  if  not  during  the  hitchhiking  journey,  in  everyday  life  there  are  many  girls  
who  are  money-­‐worshiping  …  
(interview  with  Xu,  M,  28)  
  
In  Xu’s  account,  even  if  the  female  hitchhiker  desires  a  male,  she  is  most  likely  to  desire  
one  with  wealth,  which  suggests  that  what  she  wants  is  his  wealth  rather  than  (or  at  
least  more  than)  his  male  sexuality  –  note  that  in  his  articulation  the  desired  lift-­‐giver  
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is   ‘someone   rich’,   not,   for   instance,   ‘someone   handsome’   or   ‘someone   (sexually)  
attractive’.  Whilst   such  an  articulation  might  not  be  well-­‐thought  out  by  Xu   in   the  
time-­‐constrained  interview,  it  is  unlikely  to  come  out  of  thin  air  either.  Consider  the  
repeated  emphasis  of  wealth  and  money   in   Li’s  story  and   Jun’s  account  presented  
previously.  The  sphere  of  ‘class’  is  clearly  also  in  operation  here,  as  demonstrated  by  
Xu’s  comparison  of  the  (possible)  owner  of  a  fancy  off-­‐road  car  and  a  working-­‐class  
lorry  driver.  As  Rofel  (2007)  seemed  to  imply  in  her  work  Desiring  China,  pursuit  of  
economic   wealth   and   consumerism   constitute   important   parts   of   the   desiring  
(gendered)   subjects   in   contemporary   China   (also   see   Hooper,   1998).   Material  
conditions   (e.g.   income   and   ownership   of   cars   and   apartments)   is   an   important  
concern   in   choosing   partners   particularly   for   women   (Farrer,   2002;   Osburg,   2013;  
Zhang,   2010),   to   the   extent   that   such   concerns   become   characteristic   in   romantic  
relationships  and  marriage   in  today’s  China  (Zhang  &  Sun,  2014;  Zheng,  2009).  The  
point  is  that  the  sexual  power  of  the  female  hitchhiker  is  constructed  as  being  able  to  
assist   in   fulfilling   such   desires   by   bringing   about   not   only   lifts,   foods   and  
accommodation  during  the  journey,  but  also  the  potential  benefits  and  privileges  that  
may  come  with  a  wealthy  (sex)  partner,  as  Jun’s  (F,  22)  account  indirectly  suggests  in  
the  claim  that  a  girl  from  a  wealthy  background  that  can  provide  what  she  wants  will  
not  be  ‘abducted’:  
  
…  because  [if]  your  family  is  wealthy,  your  family,  your  family  can  provide  what  
you-­‐you  want,  or  you  [can  provide  yourself  what  you  want],  you  wouldn’t  involve  
in  such  things,  …     
  
Nevertheless,  if  female  sexuality  is  ‘worth’  much  more  than  the  lift(s),  then  why  it  is  
also  considered  as  an  ideal  equivalence  of  the  lifts?  And  perhaps  more  importantly  
why  is  female  sexuality  the  target  of  the  principle  of  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking?  It  is  
suggested   that   unlike   female   sexuality,   male   sexuality   has   little   exchange   value  
(Baumeister   &   Vohs,   2004).   Such   a   statement,   I   argue,   can   only   be   held   within  
normative   heterosexuality   –   one   only   needs   to   think   about,   for   instance,   the  
emergence  of  (heterosexual,  homosexual,  bisexual)  male  sex  workers  (e.g.  Minichiello  
et  al.,  2002;  Uy  et  al,  2004;  Zheng  2015).  In  this  sense,  the  principle  of  reciprocity  in  
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hitchhiking  is,  again,  from  the  onset  gendered.  This  gendered  principle  of  reciprocity,  
not  unexpectedly,  operates  in  a  way  that  disadvantages  the  female,  but  particularly  
the  female  hitchhiker.  On  the  one  hand,  it  is  the  sexuality  and  the  sexed  body  of  the  
female   hitchhiker   rather   than   those   of   the   male   being   objectified,   or   rather,  
‘commodified’,  and  are  violently  placed  in  the  forcible  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking,  to  an  
extent  that  by  not  paying  (money)  for  the  lifts  the  female  hitchhiker  is  considered  as  
automatically   choosing   to   pay  with   her   sexuality,   and   hence   asking   to   be   sexually  
exploited.   On   the   other   hand,   if   she   voluntarily   chooses   to   utilise   her   sexuality  
(whether  to  simply  get  lifts  or  to  get  more),  she  is  immediately  vilified  and  her  morality  
questioned  by  the  predominant  gender  and  sexual  norms:  
  
…  if  [she]  is  willing  to,  that’s  …  the  issue  of  [her]  sense  of  worth,  …  there  is  no  
problem  about  it,  although  this  is  an  unhealthy,  immoral,  anyway  something  that  
is  negative.  …     
(interview  with  Wang,  M,  26)  
  
Under  these  predominant  norms  sexual  freedom  of  women  is  still  strictly  constrained  
compared  to  that  of  men.  In  China,  whilst  there  has  been  a  ‘sexual  revolution'  which  
in  some  ways  positively  impacts  on  Chinese  women’s  sexual  life,  especially  in  terms  of  
sexual  expression  and  sexual  choices  (Pan,  2006;  Xiao,  Mehrotra  &  Zimmerman,  2011),  
the   double   standard   of   premarital   sexual   experience   seems   to   remain   (Parish,  
Laumann  &  Mojola,  2007),  particularly  demonstrated  by  the  ‘female  virginity  complex’  
in   contemporary   China   (Wang   &   Ho,   2011;   Zarafonetis,   2017).   Specifically,   the  
witnessed  increase  of  premarital  sex  is  “primarily  with  her  fiancé  among  women  and  
with  greater  variety  among  men”  (Parish,  Lauman  &  Mojola,  2007).  It  can  be  said  that,  
whilst   the   norm   of   premarital   chastity   is   to   an   extent   undone   particularly   among  
Chinese  youth  (Farrer,  2002),  that  a  woman  (habitually)  engages  in  casual  sex  is  still  
highly  controversial  (this  is,  though  perhaps  inadvertently,  indicated  in  the  analysis  of  
Mu  Zimei’s  diary  of  her  sexual  encounters  with  various  men  in  Farrer,  2007)  and  may  
be  condemned  as  bad  girls  or  sluts   (Wang  &  Ho,  2011).   Indeed,   female  sexuality  is  
caught  up  in  different  discursive  regimes  and  becomes  a  contradictory  notion  in  the  
context  of  hitchhiking   travel   (or   in  everyday   life  more  generally,   see  Chapter  4)   in  
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contemporary   China.   In   specific,   the   principle   of   reciprocity   is   drawn   upon   to  
rationalise  the  sexual  coercion  from  the  male   lift-­‐giver,  whereas  gender  and  sexual  
norms  are  used  to  vilify  the  transgression  of  the  normative  female  (hetero)sexuality.     
  
It   seems,   then,   in   the   context   of   hitchhiking   travel   in   contemporary   China   the  
vulnerability   of   the   female   hitchhiker,   or   indeed   the   normative   heterosexuality  
persists,  and  is  even  intensified  through  the  deployment  of  the  principle  of  reciprocity;  
whereas  the  male  hitchhiker  remains  relatively  invulnerable  as  he  is  left  out  from  the  
compulsive   choice   of   paying   either   by   money   or   by   sex   imposed   on   his   female  
counterpart.   However,   as   I   have   indicated   by   drawing   on   Butler,   (in)vulnerability  
cannot  be  considered  as   some  essential   attributes  of  men  or  women.  To   rephrase  
Butler   (2015a,  p.139),   if  we   say   that   the   female  hitchhiking   traveller  and   the  male  
hitchhiking   traveller   are   differentially   vulnerable,   we   are   only   saying   that   under  
certain  regimes  of  power.   In  order  words,  “vulnerability  and   invulnerability  are  not  
essential   features  of  men  or  women,  but   rather,  process  of  gender   formation,   the  
effects  of  modes  of  power  that  have  as  one  of  their  aims  the  production  of  gender  
differences  along  the  line  of  inequality”  (Butler,  2015a,  p.145).  In  this  understanding,  
the   representation   of   the   male   lift-­‐giver   as   vulnerable   to   the   seduction   and  
manipulation   of   the   female   hitchhiker   may   be   interpreted   as   an   extreme   case  
constructed   to  normalise   the   sexual   coercion   from   the  male   lift-­‐giver.  This   is  what  
Butler  (2016)  referred  to  as  dominant  groups  using  ‘the  discourse  of  “vulnerability”  to  
shore  up  their  own  privilege’  (p.23).  
  
Further,  consider  Qu’s  articulation  in  which  (un)ease  of  hitchhiking  is  some  sort  of  risk  
–  risk  of  not  getting  a  lift  and  being  left  in  the  wilderness  overnight  without  proper  
equipment  (see  the  beginning  of  Section  7.2).  If  for  a  moment  we  pretend  that  the  
sex-­‐related   risks   do   not   exist,  we  might   be   able   to   imagine   a   regime   in  which   the  
un(ease)   of   hitchhiking   as   a   prominent   risk,   and   thus   the   male   is   indeed   in   the  
vulnerable   position.   Of   course,   such   an   imagination   is   unrealistic   as   gender   is  
constructed   as   being   entangled   with   both   ‘ease’   and   ‘risk’   in   the   normative  
heterosexuality.  Nevertheless,  such  an  unrealistic  imagination  may  help  us  to  rethink  
vulnerability  beyond  injurability  (e.g.  sexual  violence),  which,  in  a  Butlerian  (2004b;  
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2009;  2015a;  2016)  understanding,  vulnerability  should  not  be  reduced  to.  As  I  have  
presented   in   Chapter   3,   for   Butler   (2009;   2015a;   2016)   vulnerability   denotes   the  
capacity  of  being  affected  by  others  and  by  norms.   It   is   through  being  affected  by  
gender  norms  that  we  become  gender  beings  at  all  (as  I  have  repeatedly  emphasised,  
see  this  central  formulation  of  Butler’s  theories  in  Butler,  1993;  1997a;  1997b;  2004a;  
2005;  2009;  2015a;  2015b,  2016).  In  this  sense,  it  may  be  said  that  we  are  vulnerable  
to  being  interpellated  by  gender  norms  as  vulnerable/invulnerable  gendered  subjects.  
The  former  ‘vulnerability’  is  the  fundamental  condition  of  all  humans,  whilst  the  latter  
‘vulnerability/invulnerability’   is   “unequally   distributed   effects   of   a   field   of   power”  
(Butler,   2015a,   p.145).   What   I   hope   to   make   clear,   by   drawing   upon   a   Butlerian  
understanding   of   vulnerability,   is   that   the   vulnerability   of   the   invulnerable   male  
hitchhiker   should   not   be   entirely   ignored.   Neither   should   the   vulnerability   of   the  
female  hitchhiker  be  incautiously  and  overly  emphasised  in  order  to  gain  protection  –  
which  is  usually  paternalistic,  or  in  the  case  of  hitchhiking  travel,  male  protection  that  
may  be  counterproductive  for  a  feminist  project.  Instead,  it  is  important  to  understand  
how   the   vulnerability   of   the   female   and   the   male   hitchhikers   are   differentially  
distributed,  or  particularly  how  the  vulnerability  of  the  female  is  heightened  (precarity)  
as   the   consequence   of   certain   power   regimes   (see  Gilson,   2011),   in   this   case,   the  
dominant  gender  and  sexual  norms,  and  the  (gendered)  principle  of  reciprocity.  
  
Before  ending  this  section,  it  is  probably  necessary  for  me  to  confess  that  none  of  my  
female  participants  reported  experiences  of  being  sexually  violated  or  that  of  utilising  
femininity  or  sexuality  to  have  perks  in  hitchhiking.  A  point  that  was  made  clear  to  me  
by   various   participants   during   my   fieldwork,   however,   is   this:   Even   if   the   female  
hitchhikers  have  had  those  experiences  they  were  unlikely  to  tell  me  about  it.  This  is  
probably   due   to,   as   discussed   previously,   the   victim-­‐blaming   tendency   in   sexual  
violation   against   women   and   the   condemnation   of   women   who   transgress   their  
passive  sexuality  compelled  by  normative  heterosexuality.   In   fact,  all  of  my  female  
participants  drew  a  clear  line  between  themselves  and  those  who,  willing  to  or  not,  
engaged  in  such  experiences.  For  instance,  Jun  (F,  22)  distinguished  herself  from  the  
immature  female  hitchhikers  who  were  ‘abducted’  by  presenting  herself  as  a  mature  
and  sensible  girl  who  is  impossible  to  ‘abduct’  (interview  with  Jun),  whilst  Dan  (F,  28)  
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claimed   that   they   (Dan   and   her   travel   companion   Yuan)   did   not   think   about   the  
advantage   of   their   femininity   and   sexuality   in   any   forms,   let   alone   utilising   them  
(interview  with  Dan).  Admittedly,  in  all  likelihood  they  might  indeed  have  nothing  to  
do  with  such  experiences.  Another  participant  Xu  (M,  28)  inferred  that  the  extreme  
cases  of  sexual  exploitation  (e.g.   rapes  and  sexual  harassments)   from  the  male   lift-­‐
giver,  and  that  of  the  ‘selling  their  sexuality  and  sexed  bodies’  by  the  female  hitchhiker  
were  not  as  common  as  they  are  said  to  be;   rather  the  relatively   ‘harmless’  sexual  
implications   from   the   male   lift-­‐giver   and   the   ‘mild’   and   ‘non-­‐transgressive’  
presentation  of  femininity  from  female  hitchhiker  are  more  common:  
  
…  maybe  he  [the  male  lift-­‐giver]  wants,  that’s,  wants  to  chat  with  gals,  or,  gals  
are  more  attractive  to  them.  But,   I   think  [male]  drivers  who   intend  to  execute  
criminal  acts  are  rare,  but  I,  I,  I  think  there  must  be  [such  drivers],  but  rare.     
(interview  with  Xu)  
  
…  but  as  far  as  I  know,  …  coming  out  to  travel,  maybe  one  or  two  out  of  a  hundred  
would  initiatively  offer  something,  for  example,  err,  this  kind  of  thing  [sex].  But  I  
think  many  girls  are  willing   to  offer   something  else,   such  as   sajiao,  …  making  
friendly  conversation  with  the  driver,  I  think  there  are  quite  a  lot  [of  them]  are  
willing  to  offer  this.  …     
(interview  with  XU)  
  
Perhaps   this   inference   by   Xu   is   not   all   unreasonable.   After   all,   those   seemingly  
‘harmless’  sexual  implications  from  the  male  lift-­‐giver  that  fall  into  the  ‘grey  area’  have  
indeed   been   reported   by   some   female   participants   (although,   again,   this   could   be  
because  such  experiences  are  more  ‘speakable’  compared  to  those  of  sexual  violence).  
On  the  other  hand,  according  to  Xu,  ‘sajiao  (撒娇)’,  as  a  means  used  by  girls  to  get  
their   own   way   (Liu,   2017),   represents   a   milder   (and   more   common)   version   of  
utilisation   of   femininity   and   sexuality.   Song   (M,   24)   also   contended   that   female  
hitchhikers   may   use   their   femininity   to   achieve   what   she   wants   to   achieve,   in  
particular   by   appearing   to   the   male   lift-­‐giver   as   vulnerable   and   in   need   of   help  
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(interview  with  Song).  Also  consider  the  preconception  mentioned  by  Chen  (M,  36)  
that  the  female  as  the  weaker  sex  needs  the  help  from  not  only  a  male  hitchhiking  
companion   but   perhaps   also   a   male   lift-­‐giver.   In   fact,   according   to   some   female  
participants  such  as  Jiao  (21)  and  Lu   (24),  some  male   lift-­‐givers   indicated  that  they  
picked  them  up  because  they  thought  that  a  girl  hitchhiked  alone  is  not  safe  (Jiao  and  
Lu  both  had  experiences  of  hitching  alone  during  their  journeys)  –  another  possible  
reason   for   the   claimed   ease   of   the   female’s   hitching.   Nevertheless,   different  
perceptions   from  different   positions   regarding   these   issues  are   fiercely  debated   in  
interviews  or  casual  conversations  with  the  participants  (and  also  can  be  seen  online).  
Moreover,  some  even  challenge  the  dominant  discourse  about  gender,  ease  and  risk  
by  questioning,  for  instance,  whether  it  is  actually  easier  for  the  female  than  for  the  
male  to  hitchhike  (although  the  ‘risk’  aspect  is  much  less  questioned).     
  
It   is  certainly  not   for  me  to   conclude  which  of  these  perceptions  and  positions  are  
‘true’.  The  ‘truths’  are  produced  by  discursive  power.  As  we  can  see,  there  is  not  a  
single  ‘truth’  about  gender  in  hitchhiking  travel  but  multiple  ‘truths’  that  are  produced  
by  the  interplay  of  consistent  or  contradictory  discourses  (and  to  decide  whether  the  
discourses  are  consistent  or  contradictory  is  no  simple  task  either).  There  are  certainly  
situations  that  do  not  comply  with  the  dominant  discourses  that  I  have  discussed  so  
far,   such   as   the   cases   of   female   lift-­‐givers.   Additionally,   Jun   (F,   22)   expressed   that  
those  attempts  of  ‘abduction’  she  was  subject  to  are  mostly  from  her  male  travelling  
(not  necessarily  hitchhiking)  companions  rather  than  from  male  lift-­‐givers,  to  the  point  
that  she  even  suggested  that  the  female  hitchhiker  should  be  careful  about  her  male  
companion  as  much  as,  if  not  more  than,  the  male  lift-­‐giver.  I  will  return  to  one  of  
these  non-­‐complying  cases,  namely  the  female  lift-­‐giver  picking  up  male  hitchhiker,  
later   in   this   chapter,   attempting   to   formulate   some   ideas   about   resistance   to   the  
dominant   gender   norms   in   hitchhiking.   Before   that,   however,   I   will   turn   to   an  
assumption  essentially  embedded  in  the  discourses  regarding  gender,  ease  and  risk  
discussed  thus  far.  That  is,  the  gender  (or  sex)  of  the  hitchhiking  traveller  is  knowable  
to  the  lift-­‐giver  (and  vice  versa).  The  question  is,  how?  
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7.4  Rethinking  the  Bodies:  From  Visibility  to  Intelligibility  
  
Consider   again   the   notion   that   it   is   easier   but  more   dangerous   for   the   female   to  
hitchhike  while  it  is  safer  but  more  difficult  for  the  male  to  hitchhike.  For  this  to  be  the  
case,  the  gender  of  the  hitchhiker  has  to  be  able  to  be  learned  by  the  lift-­‐giver.  In  the  
context   of   my   research,   the   gender   of   the   hitchhiker   seems   to   be   considered   as  
obvious  for  the  (potential)  lift-­‐giver  (and  vice  versa)  and  hence  is  rarely  contemplated  
or  questioned,  at  least  among  my  participants.  Dan  (F,  28)  may  be  counted  as  one  of  
the  few  exceptions,  as  when  discussing  gender  and  ease  in  hitchhiking  she  claimed:     
  
…  basically  when  they  [the  drivers]  stopped  –  you  know,  when  we  [Dan  and  her  
companion  Yuan]  travelled  we  were  wearing  and  we  –  it  was  still  quite  cold  at  
that  time7,  [we]  were  mostly  in  technical  jackets,  wearing  hats,  wearing  big,  big  
backpacks.  You  indeed  couldn’t  tell  this  person  …  maybe  boys  or  girls,  the  passing  
cars,   they  might  not  be  able   to   tell,   because,  err,  but  maybe   from   the  body  –  
because  I  am  relatively,  compared  to  boys  may  be  shorter,  the  driver  might  be  
able  to  tell  [whether  I  am]  a  boy  or  a  girl.  But  he/she  couldn’t  tell  whether  these  
two  are  pretty  or  not,  or  how  [they]  look,  because  [he/she]  wouldn’t  see  clearly.  …  
(interview  with  Dan)  
  
In  addition,  an  experience   recounted  by  another  participant  Xu   (M,  28)  where   (he  
suspected  that)  he  was  misrecognised  by  the  potential   lift-­‐giver(s)  as  a   female  also  
serves  as  a  case  that  challenges  the  obviousness  of  the  hitchhiker’s  gender:        
  
Because  I,  at  that  moment,  I  was  walking  quite  close  to  the  guy,  that’s  my  travel  
companion.  Then,  …  [I]  was  in  red  clothes,  wearing  a  blue  face  mask8.  …  Anyway,  
err,  maybe,  I,  I  think,  it  is  not  clear  in  terms  of  [my]  gender.  Then,  he  –  the  driver  
might  have  thought  that  we  were  a  couple  or,  then  the  driver  stopped,  opened  
                                            
7   Dan  travelled  in  May,  a  time  that  it  is  still  quite  cold  in  Tibet  area.     
8   Because  many  parts  of  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  can  be  quite  dusty,  many  travellers  wear  something  to  
cover   their   nose   and   mouth.   What   Xu   referred   to   as   ‘face   mask’   (mianzhao 面罩),   is   actually   an   outdoor  
multifunctional  headwear  rather  than  a  face  mask.     
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the  door  –  the  door  was  already  opened.  …  I  said  to  them9   could  [they  give  us  a  
lift]  ahead.  Then,  because  I  think  hitching,  err,  others  [the  lift-­‐givers]  might  be  a  
bit  intimidated  by  you,  you  need  to  be  honest.  [Then  I]  pulled  off  my  face  mask.  [I]  
pulled  off  my  face  mask  while  talking.  Then,  a  second  ago  [I]  was  asking  the  driver  
whether  he  can  take  us  ahead,  [and]  the  driver  said,  err,  okay,  okay,  …  no  problem,  
then,  ‘zoomed’  he  drove  away.  It  turned  out  that  once  [I]  pulled  off  my  face  mask,  
they  drove  away,  …  I  don’t  know  what  it  was.  But  probably  it  was  that  [they]  saw  
–  because  my  voice  also,  also  sounds  a  man,  then  I  pulled  off  the  face  mask  [they]  
saw   that   I   am   a  man,   they   might   just   want   to   pick   up   girls,   or   whatever,   …  
(interview  with  Xu)  
  
In  both  cases,   the  doubts   on   the   obviousness   seem  to  have   something   to  do  with  
visibility,  which  can  be  seen,  for  instance,  in  Dan’s  claim  that  the  potential  lift-­‐giver  
“won’t  see  clearly”.  I  think  this  poses  two  (interrelated)  questions  that  are  valuable  
for  the  discussion  I  hope  to  make  in  this  section.  First,  for  what  reasons  the  potential  
lift-­‐giver  cannot  see  clearly,  and  second  and  more  fundamentally,  what  need  to  be  
seen  for  them  to  learn  the  gender  of  the  hitchhiker.  This  second  question,  in  particular,  
is  associated  with  gender  attribution  –  how  the  gender  of  the  hitchhiker  is  assumed  
by  the  lift-­‐giver.     
  
Let’s  begin  with  the  first  question.  Although  not  explicitly  mentioned  in  Dan’s  and  Xu’s  
narratives,  the  invisibility  or  less  visibility  may  be  due  to  (1)  that  the  potential  lift-­‐giver  
sees  the  hitchhiker  from  a  distance  in  a  moving  vehicle,  which  can  be  inferred  from  
the  notion  that  the  clothing  and  body  shape  of  the  hitchhiker  can  be  recognised  whilst  
some   more   detailed   features   like   the   facial   appearance   cannot;   and   (2)   that   the  
clothes   and   accessories   worn   by   the   hitchhiker   covers   up   certain   bodily   features  
considered  as  ‘cues’  for  the  hitchhiker’s  gender,  which  is  best  shown  in  Xu’s  narrative  
where  he  inferred  that  the  pulling  off  of  his  face  mask  revealed  his  ‘real’  gender  to  the  
driver(s).  Nevertheless,  this  invisibility  (or  less  visibility)  is  likely  to  be  perceived  rather  
                                            
9   According  to  Xu,  there  are  several  other  men  in  the  car  besides  the  driver.  
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than   definite.   Consider   the   various   experiments   conducted   by   Guéguen   and  
colleagues  (Guéguen,  2007;  Guéguen  &  Fischer-­‐Lokou,  2004;  Guéguen  &  Lamy,  2009;  
Guéguen  &  Lamy,  2013;  Guéguen,  Meineri  &  Stefan,  2012)  and  Morgan  et  al.  (1975),  
which   largely   investigated   whether   certain   factors,   usually   bodily   displays   and  
expressions  of  the  hitchhiker,  such  as  secondary  sex  characteristics  (bust  size  for  the  
female  and  beard  for  the  male),  hair  colour,  facial  makeup,  eye  contact,  smile,  and  
even   holding   flowers,   will   affect   the   number   of   vehicles   stopping.   An   assumption  
embedded   in   these   experiments   is   that   the   ‘passing   vehicles’   in   Dan’s   account,  
whether  stop  or  not,  are  likely  to  get  closer  before  it  passes  the  hitchhiker,  and  that  
the  drivers  (and  passengers)  in  these  passing  vehicles  are  probably  able  to  see  quite  
clearly,   should   they  wish   to,   how   the   signalling   hitchhikers   look   in   the   process   of  
‘passing’   (of   course   the   decision   of   picking   up/not   picking   up   the   hitchhiker   is  
extremely  spontaneous  and  there  are  so  many  factors  that  can  influence  the  ‘seeing’,  
which  I  do  not  intend  to  delve  into  here).  
  
In   addition,   it   is   questionable   that   the   covering   up   of   bodily   features   by   clothing  
inevitably  lead  to  the  ambiguity  of  one’s  gender.  In  both  Dan’s  and  Xu’s  account,  the  
ambiguity   caused   by   the   hitchhiker’s   clothing   seems   to   be   due   to   its   inadequate  
gender-­‐specificity  as  much  as,  if  not  more  than,  its  covering-­‐up  function.  The  typical  
clothes  worn  by  hitchhiker   (and   some  other   travellers)  on   the  South  Sichuan-­‐Tibet  
Route  are  outdoor  wears  (due  to  their  functionality  in  high  altitude  environment,  as  
claimed  by  most  travellers),  which  are  often  not  overly  gender-­‐specific  except  for  their  
colours  as  indicated  in  Xu’s  case10.  In  fact,  Birdwhistell  (1970,  in  Kessler  &  McKenna,  
1978)  argued  that  tertiary  sex  characteristics  (instead  of  genitals  and  secondary  sex  
characteristics,  which  I  will  discuss  later)  is  the  critical  gender  markers  in  everyday  life.  
Whilst  this  statement  is  disputable,  it  points  to  the  information  about  one’s  gender  
revealed  by  one’s  tertiary  sex  characteristics  such  as  clothing  (consider  if  Dan  wore  a  
dress  instead  of  a  technical  jacket).  This  urges  us  to  think  about  the  second  questions  
                                            
10   Although  in  Xu’s  case  red  outdoor  jackets  and  blue  face  masks  are  much  less  designated  to  female  consumers  
than,  say,  pink   jackets.  For  instance,   I  have  seen  both  males  and  females  wearing  red  outdoor   jackets  but  only  
females  wearing  pink  ones  during  my  fieldwork.  But  I  certainly  do  not  intend  to  discuss  colour  and  gender  here.  
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posed  above  concerning  what  the  potential  lift-­‐giver  actually  needs  to  see  in  order  to  
learn  about  the  hitchhiker’s  gender.     
  
In   the   accounts   of   Dan   and   Xu,   the   ‘cues’   considered   as   being   used   for   gender  
attribution  includes  clothing,  body  shape  (or  height  in  specific),  facial  appearance  and  
voice,  among  which  clothing   is   thought  as  a   less  reliable  cue  than  the  other  three,  
probably  due  to,  as  abovementioned,  the  inadequate  gender-­‐specificity  of  the  typical  
clothing  of  hitchhiking  travellers  on  this  route.  However,  it  is  equally  questionable  that  
the   other   three   ‘gender   cues’   are   (always)   unambiguous.   For   instance,  whilst  Dan  
suggested  that  her  height  (“relatively  short”)  might  reveal  her  being  a  female,  she  is  
actually  163cm,  which  is  3cm  above  the  average  height  of  Chinese  females.  On  the  
other  hand,  Xu,  who  according  to  himself  was  misrecognised  as  a  female,  is  178cm,  
which  is  6cm  above  the  average  male  heights  in  China11.  In  this  case,  it  seems  that  
height  is  not  necessarily  (perceived  as)  a  (reliable)  gender  cue.  It  is  similar  with  the  
facial  appearance  and  voice,  which  I  will  demonstrate  by  presenting  an  excerpt  from  
my  fieldnotes.  Although  it  does  not  directly  concern  hitchhiking  travel,  it  shows  that  
characteristics  such  as  facial  appearance  and  voice  can  sometimes  obscure  rather  than  
reveal  the  gender  of  an  individual:     
  
Yesterday  Lin12   mentioned  to  me  that  a  “strange”  person  was  checked  into  his  
room,  …  he  said  that  this  person  looked  like  both  a  male  and  a  female,  including  
his  voice  which  was  quite  unisex.  His  body  looked  tall  and  stout  like  a  male,  but  
[his]  appearance  was  like  a  female.  It  was  said  that  Yu13   mistook  him  as  female  
when  checking  him  in  (I  was  not  on  duty  when  he  checked  in).  Lin  also  told  me  
that   this   person  was   travelling   by   hitchhiking.  …   This  morning   after   breakfast  
there  were  only  Lin  and  me  at  the  front  desk.  Then  a  guest  came  down.  I  saw  Lin  
                                            
11   Whilst  I  estimated  Dan’s  and  Xu’s  heights  during  my  encounter  with  them,  their  exact  heights  are  confirmed  
during  my  writing  of  this  chapter.  For  the  average  heights  in  China,  see  http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2016-­‐
07/27/content_26242508.htm  
12   Lin  is  a  long-­‐stay  guest  in  the  hostel  I  volunteered  whom  I  became  quite  close  to.     
13   Yu  is  a  girl  in  her  twenties  who  volunteered  at  the  same  time  as  I  did.  We  became  very  close  friends.  
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greeted   him.   And   his   appearance   immediately   reminded  me   of   the   “strange”  
person   Lin   mentioned   to   me   yesterday   (later   Lin   confirmed   this).   Indeed,   his  
appearance  render  him  easily  mistaken  as  female.  What  must  be  noted  is  [that]  
this  had  nothing  to  do  with  his  clothing.  In  fact,  his  clothing  was  very  manly.  He  
had  short  hair  like  what  “normal”  men  usually  have.  [He]  was  tall,  felt  like  that  
[his  height]  was  above  the  male  average  height,  [he  was]  not  overly  strongly  built,  
but  absolutely  not  weakly   slender  either.  His   face  was  not   those   that  were   so  
delicate  that  he  was  a  boy  easily  mistaken  as  a  female.  But  what  is  “strange”  is,  
he  indeed  looked  like  being  easily  mistaken  as  a  female.  The  impression  of  him  
was,  a  particularly  masculinised  female.  …  (fieldnotes,  28/05/2017)  
  
The  question  is,  then,  if  none  of  the  abovementioned  ‘cues’  are  absolutely  reliable  for  
learning  about  one’s  gender,  why  are  they  considered  at  all,  and  in  a  strikingly  similar  
way,   by   both   Dan,   Xu   and  myself   as   gender   cues   to   look   at?   And   perhaps   more  
importantly  as  the  one  attributed  gender  in  three  cases  were  all  understood  as  having  
a  ‘real’  gender,  what  can  be  counted  as  a  reliable  cue  for  that  ‘real’  gender?  One  of  
the  widely  shared  beliefs  in  what  Garfinkel  (1967)  termed  the  natural  attitude  towards  
gender  is  that  gender  is  a  biological  (essentialist)  fact  (Braun  &  Wikinson,  2005;  Kessler  
&  McKenna,  1978;  West  &  Zimmerman,  1987).  The  ‘real’  gender,  then,  is  arguably  the  
‘natural’  sex.  It  is  probably  necessary  to  point  out  that  this  belief  seems  to  be  shared  
by  also  most,  if  not  all,  of  my  participants.  As  implicated  time  and  again  in  Section  7.2  
and   Section   7.3,   being   male   or   female   is   seen   by   them   as   an   essential   attribute,  
regardless  of  this  attribute  being   labelled  as   ‘sex’  or   ‘gender’14.  The  valence  of  the  
bodily   features   (e.g.   facial   appearance)   in   knowing   one’s   gender   implicated   in   the  
above  quotes  seem  to  align  with  this,  as  the  body  is  widely  considered  as  a  biological  
entity.  In  everyday  life,  the  genital  is  (almost)  universally  believed  to  be  the  (biological)  
essence   of   one’s   gender   (Braun   &   Wilkinson,   2005;   Kessler   &   McKenna,   1978;  
McKenna  &  Kessler,  2000),  and  certain  bodily  features  (secondary  sex  characteristics)  
                                            
14   The  adaptation  (including  translation)  of  ‘gender’  in  China,  as  Min  (2003)  noted,  is  far  from  a  straightforward  
process.  In  academia,   it  has  either  been  used  interchangeably  with  ‘sex’  or  used  to  denote  social  relations  and  
systems  that  are  remotely  related  to  ‘sex’.  The  public,  on  the  other  hand,  are  probably  not  even  aware  of  these  
two  terms  (or  the  nuances  between  them).     
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such  as  breasts  and  beards  are  also  often  considered  as  important  signs  (Dozier,  2005,  
but  also  the  experiments  by  Morgan  et  al.,  1978  and  Guéguen,  2007  presuppose  that  
bust  size  and  beard  are  widely  agreed  signs  for  female  and  male  respectively).  Both  of  
these,  however,  seemed  not  to  be  considered  as  ‘gender  cues’  in  Dan,  Xu  and  my  cases.  
The  reason  behind  this  may  be,  as  Birdwhistell  (1970,  in  Kessler  &  McKenna,  1978)  
suggested,   that   the   genitals   and   secondary   sex   characteristics   are   not   necessarily  
(adequately)   visible   in   everyday   lives   including   in   hitchhiking   travel.   Indeed,  whilst  
Kessler  and  McKenna  (1978)  through  their  classic  research  demonstrated  that  genitals  
remain  as  the  defining  characteristics  of  one’s  gender,  they  emphasised,  by  borrowing  
Garfinkel’s  (1967)  concept  of  ‘cultural  genitals’,  that  the  defining  genitals  should  be  
understood  as  cultural   rather  biological,   as   the   (cultural)   genital  which   ‘prove’   the  
reality   of   a   gender,   can   nevertheless   acquires   meaning   only   through   gender  
attribution.  Thus,  gender  attribution  is  primary  (Kessler  &  McKenna,  1978).  Looking  at  
my  research  through  this  lens,  it  can  be  said  that  the  ‘real’  gender  of  an  individual  is  
determined   by   the   genitals,   which,   however,   is   never   revealed   in   the   context   of  
hitchhiking  travel  (or  more  generally  in  everyday  lives)  but  only  assumed  through  the  
process  of  gender  attribution  that,  according  to  Kessler  and  McKenna  (1978),  is  not  
reliant  on  (the  collection  of)  certain  visible  (and  audible)  bodily  traits  and/or  behaviour  
but  is  operated  through  the  schema  that  one  is  seen  as  a  female  when  one  cannot  be  
seen  as  a  male15.  This  schema  captures  another  tenacious  belief  in  the  natural  attitude,  
which  is  that  there  are  only  two  gender  –  female  and  male  (Braun  &  Wikinson,  2005;  
Kessler  &  McKenna,  1978;  West  &  Zimmerman,  1987).  
  
Both  of  the  beliefs  (or  indeed  the  natural  attitude  towards  gender)  can  be  seen  in  the  
accounts  of  Dan,  Xu,  and  even  myself  who   is   supposed   to   take  critical   approaches  
toward  gender  as  a  researcher.  It  is  not  difficult  to  notice  in  my  fieldnotes  that  I  (as  
well   as   Lin),   perhaps   inadvertently   (or   even   unconsciously),   interpreted   the  
ambiguous  body  of   the   ‘strange’  person   through   the  category  of  gender   (as  either  
                                            
15   Kessler  and  McKenna  (1978,  p.158-­‐159)  noted  that  ‘male’  is  the  primary  construction  in  the  social  construction  
of  gender,  which  resulted  in  the  male  cues  being  perceived  as  more  obvious  than  the  female  ones,  to  the  extent  
that  a  female  gender  attribution  can  only  be  made  based  on  the  absence  of  anything  that  can  be  constructed  as  a  
‘male  only’  characteristic.  
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female  or  male  based  on  the  perceived  genital),  as  if  this  body  cannot  be  understood  
or  talked  about  without  being  named  as  male  or  female.  In  fact,  Butler  (1993)  stated  
that  gender  (or  indeed  sex)  is  ‘one  of  the  norms  by  which  the  “one”  becomes  viable  
at  all,  that  which  qualifies  a  body  for  life  within  the  domain  of  cultural  intelligibility’  
(p.2).  Thus,  the  ‘strange’  person  can  be  said  to  forcibly  materialise  as  a  male  body  (or  
a   female   body)   regardless   of   the   ambiguous   features   as   the   consequence   of   the  
operation  of  gender  norms  (the  natural  attitude  is  arguably  a  consequence  of  gender  
norms)  in  the  gender  attributions  made  by  Lin  and  me.  It  should  be  noted  that  neither  
Butler  nor  I  by  drawing  upon  her  try  to  reject  the  materiality  of  the  body  or  reduce  the  
body   to   language   (discourse).   Butler   (1993)   affirmed   that   “[t]o   posit   a  materiality  
outside  of  language  is  still  to  posit  that  materiality,  and  the  materiality  so  posited  will  
retain   that   positing   as   its   constitutive   condition”   (p.30).   In   this   sense,   while   the  
biological  genital  (or  indeed  the  sexed  body),  which  Garfinkel  (1967)  and  Kessler  and  
McKenna  (1978)  empathetically  distinguished  from  the  cultural  genital,  seem  to  be  
referred  to  as  a  natural  entity,  it  can  actually  said  to  be  already  cultural,  as  ‘nature’  is  
a  notion  constructed  in  the  realm  of  culture  to  signify  what  is  opposed  to  culture  (in  
fact,   Kessler   and  McKenna   also   asserted   that   the   biological   is   a   construction,   see  
McKenna  &  Kessler,  2000).  The  (sexed)  hitchhiking  bodies,  therefore,  is  “a  process  of  
materialization  that  stabilizes  over  time  to  produce  the  effect  of  boundary,  fixity,  and  
surface  we  call  matter”.  Through  this  understanding,  perhaps  we  can  see  that  various  
bodily   features   (and   behaviour,  which   has   not   been   discussed   here)   bears   various  
valence  in  gender  attribution  in  the  context  of  hitchhiking  (the  gender  attribution  of  
the  hitchhiker  by  the  lift-­‐giver  in  specific)  as  the  consequence  of  not  only  being  seen  
(or  not  being  seen)  but  also  being  seen  as  such,  that  is  being  produced  through  the  
(discursive)  power  regime  of  gender.  If  the  (in)vulnerability  cannot  be  considered  as  
the   defining   characteristics   of   the   gendered   hitchhiking   subject,   neither   can   the  
genital  (or  other  bodily  features)  be  thought  as  the  essence  of  the  sexed  hitchhiking  
body,  as  the  (sexed)  body  materialises,  and  materialises  as  such,  as  the  effect  of  that  
power  regime.     
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7.5  The  Possibility  of  Resistance?  
  
The  Butlerian   (or  Foucauldian)   lens   I   adopted   in  such  analysis   certainly   reveals  the  
possibility  of  resistance  to  the  predominant  discourses  of  hitchhiking  travel,  gender  
and   the   sexed   body   through   the   reiteration   of   these   discourses.   In   a   similar  
Foucauldian  vein,  Heyes  (2007)  argued  that  the  fissures  and  tensions  between  norms  
can   provide   a   site   for   practicing   resistance   (p.112).   This   is   reminiscent   of   Butler’s  
understanding  of   resistance  existing   in  a  norm’s  breaking  off  with   itself   in  order  to  
install  itself,  a  mechanism  of  the  circulation  of  norms  identified  by  Butler  (Butler,  1993;  
1997a;  2009).  As  I  have  alluded  in  the  above  analysis,  there  are  situations  reported  
and   observed   during  my   fieldwork   that   do   not   comply  with   the   dominant   gender  
discourses.  Nevertheless,  whilst  it  can  be  argued  that  such  non-­‐complying  situations  
may  be  considered  as  cases  that  expose  the  possibility  of  resistance,  a  discussion  of  
resistance  to  the  dominate  discourses  relying  on  these  situations  need  to  be  exercised  
with  extra  caution,  as  Butler  (1993;  1997a)  also  noted  the  risk  to  reiterate  (or  to  re-­‐
cite)  as  the  reiteration  which  promote  the  operating  discursive  power  regimes  and  
that  which  undermines  them  are  not  always  readily  distinguishable  (see  Chapter  3).  In  
Chapter  3  I  have  extensively  discussed  the  ambivalence  of  the  Butlerian  agency:  One  
is   subject   to   power   of   heteronormativity   and   simultaneously   enabled   to   act   as   a  
subject  by  that  subjection.  The  analysis  in  this  chapter  has  focused  on  the  constitution  
of  the  gendered  subjects  in  hitchhiking  travel  as  the  effect  of  certain  power  regimes  
of  discourses.  This,  however,  is  not  to  return  to  documenting  women’s  constraints  in  
tourism   or   leisure,   but   rather   to   reveal   the   complexity   of   the   relation   between  
constraints  and  resistance  (as  well  as  empowerment).  Resistance  or  empowerment  
cannot  be  understood  as  straightforwardly  as  overcoming  constraints  (see  Chapter  3),  
as   shown   in   the   analysis   in   Section   7.3,   in   which   I   have   demonstrated   that   the  
discourses   of   the   desiring   and   empowered   female   hitchhiker,   whilst   seemingly  
challenges   the   normative   gender   relations   in   hitchhiking,   reinforces   the   normative  
heterosexuality  that  constrained  available  gendered  subject  positions.  This  paradox,  
as  shown  in  Chapter  3,  cannot  be  easily,  if  at  all,  resolved,  which  renders  it  difficult  to  
name  resistance.  However,  I  believe  there  are  good  reasons  that  this  paradox  should  
remain   unresolved.   It   is   dangerous,   for   instance,   to   conceive   an   absolute   form   of  
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resistance   without   considering   new   forms   of   conformation   and   coercion   such  
resistance   may   induce   (Heyes,   2007,   Madhok,   2013),   especially   in   a   time   that  
oppression  is  increasingly  seen  as  intersectional  (Gilson,  2011).  In  this  section,  then,  I  
briefly  consider  the  possibility  for  resistance  in  hitchhiking  travel  by  considering  a  case  
that   does   not   comply   with   the   dominant   gender   discourses   in   hitchhiking   travel,  
namely,  the  female  lift-­‐giver  picking  up  male  hitchhiking  travellers.     
  
It  may  seem  odd  for  me,  after  elaborating  on  the  female  hitchhiking  travellers,  to  turn  
to  the  female  lift-­‐giver.  It  should  be  noted  that,  however,  the  case  of  the  female  lift-­‐
giver   serves   merely   as   a   pointer.   It   is   not   that   female   lift-­‐giver   picking   up   male  
hitchhiking  travellers  is  an  example  of  resistance  but  that  it  provides  a  way  of  thinking  
about  resistance.  Therefore,  this  turn  to  the  female  lift-­‐giver  should  not  be  taken  as  
that,   for   instance,   it   is   impossible   for   female   hitchhiking   travellers   to   practice  
resistance.  The  point  is  that  resistance  remains  ambiguous  for  both  hitchhiker  and  lift-­‐
giver,  for  both  male  and  female.  I  consider  the  case  of  female  lift-­‐giver  simply  because  
it   is   a   valuable   case   for  making   certain   arguments   that   I   hope   to  make,   especially  
through  Butler’s  conception  of  vulnerability.     
  
In  Butler’s  (2015a;  2016)  rethinking  of  vulnerability  and  resistance,  vulnerability  can  
be  mobilised  for  the  purpose  of  resistance  in  the  practices  of  deliberate  exposure  of  
the   vulnerable   bodies.   In   this   sense,   the   female   lift-­‐giver,   by   picking   up   male  
hitchhiking   travellers,   may   be   seen   as   deliberately   exposing   her   vulnerability.   As  
mentioned   in  Section  7.2,   the   female   lift-­‐giver   seem  to,   like  the   female  hitchhiker,  
‘takes  up’  the  vulnerable  position  (vulnerability  in  this  sense  is  the  political  effects  of  
power),  as  although  the  subject  position  of  lift-­‐giver  may  seemingly  render  them  less  
vulnerable,  this  subject  position  is  from  the  onset  gendered  to  the  extent  that  the  lift-­‐
giver  is  at  once  considered  as  masculine,  or  rather,  male.  Consider  that  the  female  lift-­‐
giver  was  fearful  but  still  picked  up  Wei  (M,  20)  and  his  (male)  companion.  Is  this  not  
a   way   of   mobilising   her   vulnerability,   a   way   of   transforming   receptivity   into  
responsiveness   and   action   towards   the   unjust   and   violent   discursive   regimes   of  
gender  in  hitchhiking?  Of  course,  it  can  be  argued  that  the  female  hitchhiking  traveller,  
travelling  alone  or  with  female  companions,  can  be  seen  as  such  deliberate  exposure  
 230 
of  vulnerability.  The  difference,  however,  lies  in  that  the  female  hitchhiker  needs  a  
(free)  lift.  This,  although  not  necessarily,  bears  a  sense  of  necessity.  The  female  lift-­‐
giver,   on   the   other   hand,   does   not   have   such   a   demand.   I   hope   to   consider   this  
responsiveness   from  the  female   lift-­‐giver  through  Butler’s  understanding  of  ethical  
obligation,  or   specifically,  epistemic  vulnerability  proposed  by  Gilson   (2011).  To  be  
sure,  in  the  case  of  the  female  lift-­‐giver  in  Wei’s  account,  vulnerability  was  largely  seen  
as  susceptibility  to  harm,  or  rather,  danger.  As  Wei  inferred:     
  
…  perhaps  [they]  had  a  look  on  us  [and  thought]  that  [we]  were  not  bad  people,  
perhaps  they  let  us  get  in  the  car  [due  to  this]  (1st  interview  with  Wei,  M,  20)  
  
In  this  sense,  it  seems  that  the  lift  was  given  due  to  that  the  danger  of  picking  up  Wei  
and   his   companion   was   perceived   as   minimal.   However,   although   the   danger   is  
perceived  as  minimal  it  cannot  (and  was  not)  ignored.  The  possibility  of  being  violated  
is   always   present   due   to   the   fundamental   vulnerability   to   norms   and   to   others.  
Therefore,   that   female   lift-­‐giver   picking   up   male   hitchhiker   indicates   a   sense   of  
openness   that   characterised   epistemic   vulnerability.   Denying   the   fundamental  
vulnerability  by,  for  instance,  ostentatiously  achieving  an  invulnerable  status  through  
not  giving  lifts  (hence  not  exposing  to  the  danger  from  the  male  hitchhiker),  can  be  
seen  as  a  refusal  to  be  affected  and  impressed  by  the  signalling  hitchhiking  traveller.  
If  lift-­‐giving  is  understood  as  a  form  of  gift-­‐giving,  and  if  gift-­‐giving  is  implicated  in  a  
large  number  of  social  relations  (Adloff,  2006),  not  giving  lift  in  the  name  of  risk  may  
be  seen  as  the  willful  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  all   life  is  vulnerable,  or  specifically,  
precarious.  By  this  I  am  not  arguing  that  it  is  unethical  to  not  give  lifts  to  hitchhiking  
travellers.  Instead,  I  hope  to  point  out  that  the  pursuit  of  a  status  of  invulnerability  
can  resulted  in  social  distancing  and  detachment  (Gilson,  2011).  Perhaps  such  social  
distancing   and   detachment   are   particularly   prominent   in   the   practice   of  
hitchhiking/lift-­‐giver   –   after   all,   it   is   the   heightened   sense   of   risk   on   both   the  
hitchhiker’s  and  the   lift-­‐giver’s  sides  that  contributed  significantly  to  the  decline  of  
hitchhiking   from   the   mid-­‐1970s   onward   (Chester   &   Smith,   2001;   Packer,   2008).  
Hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China  seems  to  be  experiencing  something  similar.  
During  my  fieldwork,  I  have  time  and  again  heard  that  drivers  on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  
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Route  had  become  increasingly  reluctant  to  pick  up  hitchhiking  travellers.  For  instance,  
the   Tibetan   women   who   I   shared   a   lift   with   (see   Chapter   6)   told   me   an   incident  
happened  to  a  young  man  in  her  village:     
  
She   said   that  before  Tibetans  were  very  much  willing   to  provide   free   rides   for  
hitchhiking  travellers,  but  now  they  are  not  willing  to  anymore.  She  said  that  this  
is   because   there   have   been   incidents   that   when   a   traffic   accident   happened  
during   the   lift,   the  hitchhiking   travellers  or   their   families  held   the  Tibetan   lift-­‐
givers  responsible.  She  mentioned  in  her  village  a  Tibetan  young  man  from  a  poor  
family  bought  a  car,  and  part  of  the  money  were  borrowed  and  had  not  been  fully  
paid  back.  One  day,  he  [the  Tibetan  young  man]  picked  up  three  travellers  and  
then  had  an  accident.  One  male  traveller  was  killed  and  a  leg  of  a  female  traveller  
was  broken.  …  the  family  of  the  male  traveller  who  was  killed  held  the  Tibetan  
young  man  responsible,  asking  him  to  compensate  the  death  by  paying  a  million  
yuan.  But  the  Tibetan  young  man  was  not  well-­‐off,  and  his  family  sold  the  house,  
the  land  and  the  livestock  and  still  couldn’t  pay  the  million  yuan.  So  the  Tibetan  
young  man  was  put  into  prison  and  is  still  in  prison  today.  (fieldnotes,  19/07/2017)  
  
To  be  sure,  it  is  difficult  to  evaluate  the  credibility  of  stories  like  this.  However,  it  seems  
to   be   a  widely   shared   notion,   especially   among   those   experienced   travellers   (and  
some  hostel  owners)  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route,   that  hitchhikers  become  
increasingly   viewed  negatively   (consider   that   hitchhikers   are   condemned   as   taking  
advantages   of   others   and   as   ungrateful,   see   Chapter   6),   which   resulted   in   the  
reluctance  of  lift-­‐giving.  The  lift-­‐giver  who  gave  Yi  (F,  22)  and  I  a  lift,  for  instance,  told  
us   that   there  was  a   time   that  he  picked  up  a   hitchhiker  and  after  he  dropped   the  
hitchhiker  off  he  noticed  that  500  yuan  (which  was  casually  put  in  the  car)  was  stolen  
from  him  (fieldnotes,  14/08/2017).  Cases  as  such  are  worth  considering  as  they  reveal  
that  the  lift-­‐giver,  even  a  male  one,  is  not  inviolable  in  any  absolute  sense,  especially  
when  violation  is  not  confined  to  sexual  coercion.  As  I  see  it,  this  is  valuable  in  thinking  
the  resistance  practiced  by  the  female  hitchhiking  travellers.   It  seems  in  a  way  the  
responses  (or  responsiveness)  from  the  female  hitchhiking  travellers  to  the  claimed  
danger  are   largely  minimising  risks  and  ensuring  safety.  Questions  should  be  asked  
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about  whether  this  is  the  pursuit  of  the  ideal  of  invulnerability,  especially  in  cases  that  
female  hitchhiking  travellers  being  selective  about  the  lift-­‐giver  –  that  is,  declining  lifts  
from   those   (male)   drivers   that   are   seemingly   dangerous,   which   is   time   and   again  
mentioned   by   my   participants.   For   instance,   an   experienced   female   hitchhiking  
traveller  I  met  in  Litang  (S1)  claimed  that  it  is  not  safe  to  hitch  lorries,  as  “nine  out  of  
ten  [lorry]  drivers  are  perverts”  (fieldnotes,  18/05/2017,  in  “  ”  is  her  original  words).  
Certainly,  this  may  be  articulated  in  terms  of  the  strategic  adaptation  of  invulnerability  
depicted  in  Gilson’s  account  (2011).  However,  as  I  alluded  to  in  Chapter  3,  strategic  
invulnerability  is  not  always  readily  distinguishable  from  the  invulnerability  as  wilful  
ignorance.  Let  me  provide  an  example  from  my  research.  It  is  an  incident  happened  
when  I  ‘observed’  my  interviewees  Jun  (F,  22)  and  Ming  (M,  26),  as  well  as  another  
male  hitchhiking  traveller,  Nan,  signalling  for  lifts:     
  
The  first  car  stopped  on  the  road,  about  5  minutes  after  they  started  signalling.  
The  vehicle  (a  car)  slowed  down  and  passed  us,  [I]  saw  in  the  car  (the  driver  and  
the  one  next  to  him)  were  two  Tibetan-­‐looking  men.  The  car  stopped  a  bit  ahead  
of  us.  As  Nan  was  about  to  go  towards  the  car,  Jun  suddenly  shouted,  don’t  go,  
don’t  go.  Then  Nan  stopped  and  the  car  soon  drove  away.  Jun  explained  that  in  
the  car  were  two  Tibetan  men,  and  they  smiled  towards  us  when  they  passed  by.  
I  knew  what  Jun  meant  was  that  getting  in  the  Tibetan’s  car  could  be  dangerous.  
But  I  was  curious  that,  they  [the  Tibetan  men]  just  smiled,  why  Jun  felt  that  smile  
signified  danger?  (fieldnotes,  17/06/2019).     
  
Later   in   the   interview,   Jun   openly   admitted   that   her   reaction  was   due   to   that   the  
people  in  the  car  were  Tibetan  and  Tibetan,  as  the  popular  sayings  about  hitchhiking  
on  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  go,  can  be  dangerous.  This  certainly  concerns  the  issue  
of  ethnicity,  which,  regretfully,  I  do  not  intend  to  delve  into.  However,  I  hope  to  point  
out   that,   as   Gilson   (2011)   stated,   it   is   necessary   for   also   those   in   a   relatively  
unprivileged  to  be  epistemically  vulnerable  due  to  the  intersectional  and  interlocking  
nature  of  oppressions.   It   is  necessary  to  ask,   then,  whether  Jun’s  decline  of  the   lift  
from  the  Tibetan  men  signifies  a  pursuit  of  invulnerability  that  enacts  the  ‘ethnicist’  
discrimination  against  the  Tibetan.  Butler  (2009;  2015a)  has  suggested  that  it  is  vital  
 233 
to  recognise  that  vulnerability,  or  precariousness,  as  a  shared  condition  by  all,  and  the  
shared  vulnerability  and  precariousness  should  be  recognised  for  the  sake  of  ethical  
obligations.  Insofar  as  I  am  my  relation  to  others,  to  resist,  in  an  ethical  way,  should  
include  the  recognition  of  not  only  the  vulnerability  of  myself  but  also  that  of  others,  
find  ways  of  living  with  such  vulnerability  together  rather  than  refusing  to  be  affected  
and  impressed  by  others  in  searching  for  the  ideal  of  invulnerability.     
  
7.6  Concluding  Thoughts:  Beyond  Heterosexual  Desire  
  
In   this   chapter,   I   have   extensively   discussed   the   production   of   gender   realities   in  
hitchhiking  travel  (including  the  sexed  body)  by  the  discursive  regimes.  I  argued  that  
the   gendered   hitchhiking   subjects   come   to   be   through   ‘taking   up’   either   the  
vulnerable   or   the   invulnerable   positions   offered   by   the   predominant   discourses   in  
hitchhiking  regarding  gender,  ease  and  risk.  This  pair  of  gendered  subject  positions  of  
the  vulnerable  female  subject  and  the  invulnerable  male  subject  is  intersected  with  
another   pair   –   the   powerful   lift-­‐giving   subject   and   the   less   powerful   hitchhiking  
subject,  which  is  characterised  by  the  principle  of  reciprocity.  The  in-­‐depth  analysis  of  
the  equally  widespread  yet  much  more  controversial   image  of   the  desiring   female  
hitchhiking  traveller  reveals  the  principle  of  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking,  as  a  discursive  
regime,   is   from   the   outset   gendered,   the   (co-­‐)operation   of   the   normative  
heterosexuality  (which  is  embedded  in  the  predominant  discourses  of  gender,  ease  
and  risk)  and  the  principle  of  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking  travel  produces  multiple  ‘truths’  
of   gender,   or   particularly   female   sexuality,   in   the   context   of   hitchhiking.   I   also  
attempted  to  understand  the  gendered  hitchhiking  body  through  a  consideration  of  
the  gender  attribution  in  hitchhiking.  Various  bodily  features,  whilst  being  considered  
in  the  accounts  of  my  participants  and  in  my  own  fieldnotes  as  ‘cues’  of  one’s  gender,  
are  in  fact  not  essential  gender  markers  but  rather  produced  as  such  by  virtue  of  the  
law   of   sex,   notably   gender   binaries.   Thus,   the   gendered   body   of   the   hitchhiking  
traveller   forcibly  materialises   as   either  male   or   female   as   the   effect   of   one   of   the  
discursive   power   regimes   of   gender.   Finally   turning   to   Butler’s   conception   of  
vulnerability,  I  attempt  to  consider  the  possibility  of  resistance  to  gender  and  sexual  
norms  in  hitchhiking  travel  through  the  case  of  the  female  lift-­‐giver  picking  up  (male)  
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hitchhiking   travellers.   I   argued   that   resistance  cannot  be   straightforwardly   seen  as  
overcoming  constraints,  and  least  of  all,  one’s  own  vulnerability.  Influenced  by  Butler’s  
understanding  of  ethical  obligations,   I  contended  that  to  resist  requires  one  to  not  
only  acknowledge  the  vulnerability  of  one’s  own  but  also  that  of  others,  even  those  
who  frighten  and  threaten  us.  Thus,  it  is  important  for  even  those  that  are  relatively  
unprivileged  in  hitchhiking,  such  the  female  hitchhiking  travellers,  to  be  epistemically  
vulnerable,  to  be  reflexive  in  practicing  resistance,  to  be  aware  of  the  new  forms  of  
conformation  and  coercion  that  such  resistance  may  unleash.     
  
Thus  far,  I  have  largely  confined  my  discussion  to  the  dominant  discourses  of  gender  
in   hitchhiking   travel.   One   key   power   regime   that   I   attended   to   is   normative  
heterosexuality.  From  Butler’s  theories  of  gender,  sex  and  sexuality,  we  have  learned  
that   normative   gender   is   closely   associated   with   the   heterosexual   matrix   as   the  
framework  that  conditions  the  recognition  of  legitimate  gendered  subjects.  As  made  
clear   in   Chapter   3,   gender   and   sexuality   are   deeply   entangled   (e.g.   Butler,   1994;  
Sedgewick,   1990;   1993).   In   fact,   it   is   not   difficult   to   detect   that   the   underlying  
assumption   central   to   the   predominant   discourses   of   gender,   ease   and   risk   in  
hitchhiking   is   heterosexual   desire.   In   Butlerian   (1993)   terms,   then,   the   normative  
gendered   subjects   in   hitchhiking   travel   is   produced   through   the   ‘abjection’   of  
homosexual   desire.   The   abjected   homosexual   desire,   however,   haunts   the  
heteronormative  hitchhiking  ‘realities’.  As  Rinvolucri  (1974)  documented,  homosexual  
solicitation  from  the  lift-­‐giver  did  occur  in  hitchhiking.  In  the  next  chapter,  therefore,  
I  delve  into  homosexuality  in  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China  as  the  ‘abjected  
outside’  to  provide  a  fuller  picture  of  gender  in  hitchhiking  travel.     
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Chapter  8  Queering  Hitchhiking  Travel  
8.1  Introduction  
  
The  dominant  discourse  of  gender  in  hitchhiking  travel  is  about  gender  as  much  as  it  
is  about  sexuality.  I  have  extensively  discussed  in  the  previous  chapter  the  operation  
of  normative  heterosexuality  in  the  gender  ‘realities’  in  hitchhiking  travel,  and  in  this  
chapter,   I   take   the   opportunity   of   being   a   homosexual   man   who   hitchhiked   and  
researched   in   the   field   to   queer   the   phenomenon   of   hitchhiking   travel   in  
contemporary   China,   which   is   considered   as   predominantly   heterosexual   (as   the  
previous  chapter  indicated  and  as  I  will  explicitly  discuss  in  this  chapter).  The  second  
section  will   primarily   be   an   auto-­‐ethnographic   account   about   being   a   homosexual  
hitchhiking   subject   in   the   heteronormative   field.   I   make   explicit   the   heterosexual  
presumption   that   excludes,   and   is   established   through   excluding,   homosexuality,  
which   is   underlying   the   predominant   gender   and   sexual   discourses.   Through   my  
closeted   experiences   in   the   field   I   hope   to   provide   implications   for   how  
heteronormativity   is   maintained   in   the   context   of   hitchhiking   travel.   In   the   third  
section,  I  attend  to  a  (possible)  homosexual  encounter  during  hitchhiking  reported  by  
one   of   my   participants,   which   was   the   sole   homosexual   encounter   reported  
throughout  my  fieldwork.  The  ‘implicitness’  of  this  (possible)  homosexual  expression  
is   highlighted.   Through   the   notion   of   ‘implicitness’   I   further   reflect   upon   my  
hitchhiking  experiences  as  a  sexualised  subject,  particularly  by  opposing  my  closeted  
experiences   and   the   (only)   coming-­‐out   experience.   The   fourth   section   is   some  
concluding  thoughts,  in  which  I  will  briefly  consider  ‘queering’  beyond  homosexuality.     
 
8.2  Being  a  Homosexual  Hitchhiking  Subject     
 
Whilst  I  have  in  the  previous  chapter  restrained  from  bringing  “sexuality”  to  the  fore  
for   the   sake   of   an   analysis   focusing   on   gender,   it   is   actually   central   to,   and   hence  
valuable  for  the  understanding  of,  the  dominant  gender  discourses  in  the  context  of  
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this   research.   Indeed,   the  notion  of  gender  and   that  of   sexuality   (as  well   as  other  
concepts  such  as  race)  are  inevitably  intertwined,  as  argued  by  Butler  (1990;  1993;  
1994;  2004)  and  other  renowned  feminists  and  queer  theorists  (e.g.  Rich,  1980;  Rubin,  
1984/1998;  Sedgwick,  1990;  1993;  Warner,  1993).  The  underlying  assumption  central  
to  the  dominant  discourses  of  gender,  ease  and  risk  in  hitchhiking  is  that  the  female  
hitchhiker   is   (sexually)  desired  by  the  (presumed)  male   lift-­‐giver.  Some  participants  
made  this  particularly  explicit.  For  instance,  Zhao  (M,  21)  claimed:  
  
…  Female  are  more  easily   to  get   lifts.  Because   I   believe   that   in   this  world   the  
opposites  [opposite  sexes]  attract.  If  I  was  a  driver,  if  there  were  a  male  and  a  
female  in  front,  …  I  may  be  more  willing  to  take  the  female,  because  the  opposites  
attract  …  I  think  that  the  opposites  attract  is  very  normal.  So,  in  situations  where  
most  drivers  are  male,  so  female  surely  get  lifts  easily.  (interview  with  Zhao)  
  
That   the   opposite   sexes   attract   is   in   fact   time   and   again   mentioned   by   some  
participants  in  the  discussions  of  gender.  It  is  utilised  as  an  irreducible  ‘truth’  about  
sexuality   that   explains,   for   instance,   the   ease   and   risk   for   the   female   hitchhiking  
travellers.  Embedded  in  this  notion  is  heteronormativity  (“I  think  that  the  opposites  
attract   is   very   normal”),   which   designates   “the   mundane,   everyday   ways   that  
heterosexuality  is  privileged  and  taken  for  granted  as  normal  and  natural”  whereas  
other   forms   of   sexuality   –   most   notably   (though   not   merely)   homosexuality   are  
marginalised  (Martin,  2009,  p.  190;  also  see  Ward  &  Schneider,  2009),  as  somewhat  
reflected   in   a   claim   made,   although   maybe   inadvertently,   by   Xu   (M,   28)   in   our  
discussion  about  risk  in  hitchhiking:     
  
Me:  …  that’s  others  are  talking  about  this,  females  more  than  males  are,  females  
are  more  dangerous  in  hitchhiking  
Xu:  I  actually  agree  [with  it]  
Me:  In  fact,  the  da-­‐danger  mainly  refers  to  this  
Xu:  That’s  the  driver,  is  easily  caught  up  with  evil  ideas     
Me:  That’s,  having  this  [idea]  for  her  body,  having  such  a  thought  [for]  
Xu:  Right.  Her,  err,  sexuality  
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Me:  Hmm,  okay.  
Xu:  …  but  I  think  this  [sexual  harassment]  doesn’t  matter  for  males,  you  can’t  be  
gay  (gao  ji1).     
(interview  with  Xu)  
  
It  is  unclear  whether  this  ‘you’  in  “you  can’t  be  gay”  refers  to  the  male  lift-­‐giver,  the  
male   hitchhiking   traveller,   both,   or   neither   (and   perhaps   in   many   ways   this   was  
intended  to  be  a  jokey  expression).  This  ambiguity  of  the  addressee  seems  to  imply  
that  it  is  not  that  a  specific  someone  cannot  be  gay,  but  that  being  gay  cannot  be,  that  
is,   cannot   be   counted   as   a   viable   social   existence   in   the   heteronormative   field   of  
hitchhiking  travel.  This  excluded  homosexuality,  or  indeed  exclusion  of  homosexuality,  
is   associated   with   the   establishment   of   the   heteronormative   notion   of   the  
vulnerability  of  the  female  hitchhiker  and  the  invulnerability  of  her  male  counterpart  
in  the  dominant  discourses  that  it  is  more  dangerous  (but  easier)  for  female  than  male  
to  hitchhike.  It  is  suggested  in  Xu’s  account  that  sexual  harassment  (the  “evil  ideas”)  
is  not  considered  as  a  risk  for  the  male  is  precisely,  if  partly,  because  “you  can’t  be  
gay”.  This  is,  in  a  way,  reminiscent  of  Butler’s  (1993)  deployment  of  Kristeva’s  (1982)  
notion  of  ‘abjection’.  In  this  sense,  homosexuality  can  be  seen  as  that  abjected  outside  
which   serves   to   constitute   the   gendered   hitchhiking   subjects,   or   indeed,   the  
normative  heterosexuality  in  hitchhiking.  The  homosexual  hitchhiking  bodies  are  thus  
unthinkable  yet  at  the  same  time  haunt  the  normative  heterosexuality  operating  in  
hitchhiking  travel  “as  the  spectre  of  its  own  impossibility,  the  very  limit  to  intelligibility”  
(Butler,  1993,  p.xi).     
  
Also  consider  that  this  ‘you’,  understood  literally  as  whom  Xu  was  talking  to,  that  is,  
myself,   who   happened   to   be   a   gay   man   but   did   not   appear   so   in   the   scene   of  
hitchhiking  travel.  I  had  decided  not  to  disclose  my  gay  identity  in  the  field  before  the  
                                            
1   Xu’s  original  words  are  “gao  ji  (搞基)”,  which  I  find  difficult  to  translate  into  English.  “Ji  (基)”  in  Cantonese  is  a  
similar  pronunciation  to  “gay”  and  became  to  be  referred  to  “gay”   in  Chinese  (both  Cantonese  and  Mandarin).  
While  “gao  ji  (搞基)”  can  be  roughly  translated  as  being  gay,  “gao  (搞)”  is  actually  a  verb,  meaning  to  do,  to  make,  
etc.   So   more   precisely   “gao   ji”   means   doing   gay,   which   interestingly,   corresponds   Butler’s   theory   of   gender  
performativity  to  a  degree.  
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fieldwork  (see  Chapter  5),  and  I  indeed  managed  to  conceal  my  homosexuality  except  
in  one  occasion  (I  will  briefly  attend  to  this  coming-­‐out  experience  later).  In  addition,  
I  have  not  encountered  gay  or  lesbian  hitchhiking  travellers  in  the  field,  or  they,  like  
me,  did  not  reveal  their  homosexuality,  which  is  hardly  surprising  as  according  to  a  
2016   nationwide   survey   mentioned   by   Huang   and   Brouwer   (2018a)   only   a   small  
amount  of  queer  individuals  in  china  are  totally  out  (3%  of  gay  and  bisexual  men  and  
6%  of  lesbian  and  bisexual  women)  whilst  a  relatively  large  number  have  never  come  
out   to   anyone   (34%   for   gay   and   bisexual   men   and   12%   for   lesbian   and   bisexual  
women).   This   means   that   the   majority   of   gay   men   and   lesbians   (or   other   queer  
subjects)  remains  at  least  in  some  sort  of  closet.  In  fact,  it   is  questionable  whether  
there  is  such  a  thing  as  ‘totally  out’.  As  Sedgwick  (1990)  perceptively  pointed  out,  new  
closets  may  erect  in  each  encounter  with  new  people  –  and  in  hitchhiking  travel  (or  
indeed  travel  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route)  encountering  with  new  people  is  a  
matter  of  course.  In  this  sense,  although  it  is  argued  that  the  meaning  of  the  closet  
has   been   changing   for   the   homosexual   population   in   the   Western   culture   (e.g.  
Seidman,  2002)  and  that  the  Western  originated  ‘coming  out’  model  is  problematic  
for  queer  subjects  in  China  (Chou,  2000;  2001),  the  power  of  the  closet  seems  to,  to  
some  extent,  shape  the  experiences  of  gays  and  lesbians  in  China  (Huang  &  Brouwe,  
2018a;  Zheng,  2015;  and  see  also  my  extensive  discussion  in  Chapter  4).     
  
“Closetedness”,  according  to  Sedgwick  (1990),  is  “a  performance  initiated  as  such  by  
the   speech   act   of   a   silence   –   not   a   particular   silence,   but   a   silence   that   accrues  
particularity   by   fits   and   starts,   in   relation   to   the   discourse   that   surrounds   and  
differentially  constitutes  it”  (p.3).  The  particularity  of  my  silence  is  the  effect  of  the  
negotiation  between  different  discursive  regimes  of  sexuality  as  well  as  of  research  
ethics.  On  the  one  hand,  I  was  unwilling  to  ‘come  out’  as  a  gay  man  in  the  field  mainly  
due  to  (my  fear  of)  the  negative  attitude  toward  homosexuality  among  the  public  in  
China   (Xie   &   Peng,   2018),   which   could   negatively   affect   my   experiences   as   a  
hitchhiking  traveller  or  as  a  social  being   in  general   (as   I  might  be  stigmatised),  and  
hinder  the  progress  of  my  research  (as  being  stigmatised  could,  for  instance,  make  it  
more  difficult  to  develop  rapport).  On  the  other  hand,  I  felt  equally  reluctant  to  lie  
about  my   sexuality   (although   to  define   ‘lie’   in   this   case   in  not  easy,  as   I  will   show  
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shortly),  for  that  I  was  embarrassed  or  even  ashamed  about  being  dishonest  about  
‘who   I   am’   under   certain  Western   narratives   (e.g.   ‘out   and   proud’)   that   I   became  
familiar  with  after  a  few  years  living  in  the  UK,  and  for  that  I  understood  lying  to  my  
participants  as  somewhat  unethical  from  a  feminist  point  of  view  (see  Skeggs,  2001)  –  
and  feminist  thinking  (along  with  queer  thinking)  lies  in  the  heart  of  this  research.  In  
this  sense,  my  silence  is  intended  to  be  non-­‐disclosure  as  much  as  non-­‐deception  of  
my  sexuality.     
  
Nevertheless,  silence  is  not  always  possible  in  the  field,  especially  during  the  course  
of  hitchhiking.  Consider  the  claimed  importance  of  interacting  with  the  lift-­‐giver  (see  
Chapter   6).   Efforts   to   talk   and   stimulate   the   lift-­‐giver   is   a   strategy   of   achieving  
reciprocity  (Rinvolucri,  1974)  as  overcoming  boredom  is  often  assumed  to  be  a  motive  
for  lift-­‐giving.  For  me,  probably  as  for  many  other  hitchhiking  travellers,  silence  during  
the  lifts  seem  to  lead  to  self-­‐consciousness  and  even  uncomfortableness  to  various  
extents.   Under   the   regulating   effects   of   the   principle   of   reciprocity,   it   is   not  
uncommon  that  hitchhikers  feel  obliged  to  initiate,  to  respond,  or  to  just  listen  in  the  
conversation  depending  on  whichever  (they  think)  the  lift-­‐giver  may  prefer  (Franzoi,  
1985;  Rinvolucri,  1974;  also  see  Chapter  6).  In  other  words,  the  conversation  (or  non-­‐
conversation)  is  largely  dominated  by  the  lift-­‐giver,  especially  when  the  lift-­‐giver  is  a  
talkative   one,   and   the   hitchhiker   often   perceives   (or   assumes)   a   responsibility   to  
participate  in  the  conversation  even  if   it   is  something  he/she  does  not  want  to  talk  
about.  In  this  sense,  keeping  silence  is  not  likely  to  be  a  viable  option  provided  my  
sexuality  had  become  the  topic  of  the  conversation  with  the  lift-­‐giver  –  except  that  it  
hadn’t.  My  sexuality  had  from  the  onset  been  assumed  as  heterosexual,  as  to  be  in  
the  closet,  in  a  way,  is  to  be  seen  by  others  as  straight.  However,  it  is  precisely  because  
of   this   that   I   was   in   struggles   of   negotiating   between   non-­‐disclosure   and   non-­‐
deception   during   hitchhiking   as   this   assumed   heterosexuality   was   inevitably  
embedded   in   other   aspects   of   life   that  might   be   provoked   in   the   conversation,   of  
which  marriage  or  dating  relationship  is  the  epitome.  For  instance,  during  the  lift  from  
Bangda  to  Basu  (S3)  (provided  by  a  man  who  was  driving  alone)  the  topic  of  marriage  
was  raised:  
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He  [the  lift-­‐giver]  then  asked  me  how  old  I  was.  I  said  27.  He,  being  astonished,  
said  “you  are  not  married  at  27?”  (I  don’t  know  how  he  could  tell  that  I  was  not  
married,  there  was  no  ring  on  my  finger?)  I  said  not  yet.  He  said  he  was  29,  [but]  
his  child  was  9  already.   I   felt  a  bit  uncomfortable,   I  then  said  that  people  over  
where  I  was  from  tended  to  get  married  quite  late  these  days.  I  was  in  fact  quite  
worried   that   he   would   keep   asking   me   something   like   whether   I   was   in   a  
relationship   or   not.   Luckily   he   didn’t   continue   on   this   topic.   (fieldnotes,  
24/06/2017)  
  
This   incident   evidences   the   social   expectation   of   heterosexual   marriage   (and  
procreation)  in  China  (Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015,  Miège,  2009)  which  is  nicely  summarised  
by   Kam   (2007):   “[t]o   be   an   adult   means   s/he   needs   to   take   up   more   social  
responsibility  and  be  productive  to  the  country.  It  is  every  citizen’s  social  responsibility  
to  get  married  and  to  reproduce  the  next  generation”  (p.92).  Marriage  is  a  main  issue  
faced  by  gay  men  and  lesbians.  Being  seen  as  a  young  man  in  his  marriageable  age,  I  
have  certainly  been  subject  to  the   ‘Chines-­‐style   forced  marriage’   (see  the  reflexive  
note  in  Chapter  5).  The  compulsory  nature  of  heterosexual  marriage  in  Chinese  society  
and  its  impact  on  queer  lives  are  well  documented  in  research  as  presented  in  Chapter  
4  (Choi  &  Luo,  2016;  Huang  &  Brouwer,  2018b;  Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015;  Kam,  2007;  2013;  
Rofel,   2007;   Zheng,   2015).   Whilst   the   pressure   to   marriage   from   one’s   family,  
especially  one’s  parents,  is  particularly  attended  and  emphasised,  the  hegemony  of  
heterosexual  marriage  also  manifests  in  other  aspects  of  life,  such  as  in  this  incident  
that  occurred  during  my  hitchhiking  travel.  The  astonishment  I  sensed  in  the  lift-­‐giver’s  
voice   implies  the  unusualness  of  a  man  being  unmarried  at  27  (at   least   in  this   lift-­‐
giver’s  understanding),  contrast  to  which  is  his  claim  of  himself  being  a  29-­‐year-­‐old  
married   man   with   a   9-­‐year-­‐old   child,   which   exemplifies   the   normalisation   of  
heterosexual  marriage.     
  
Through   this   analysis   I   am   arguing   neither   that   the   lift-­‐giver’s   words   intended   to  
charge  me  with   avoiding   the   (social   as  well   as   familial)   responsibility,   nor   that   his  
subtle   comparison   between  himself   and   I  was   to   belittle  me   as   a   less   responsible  
citizen  (although  this  might  be  the  case  as  much  as  I  hope  it  was  not).  Instead,  I  hope  
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to  foreground  the  hegemony  of  heterosexual  marriage  implicated  in  this  incident  and  
its  effects  on  a  homosexual  hitchhiking  subject.  In  this  situation  where  silence,  that  is,  
not   responding   to   the   lift-­‐giver’s   questions   or   comments,   was   not   practicable,   to  
achieve  non-­‐disclosure  and  non-­‐deception,  unsurprisingly,  became  an  uneasy  task  for  
me,   which   I   attempted   to   accomplish   through   evasiveness.   I   deflected   the  
conversation  from  my  personal  situation  to  a  public  situation  of  marriage  where  I  am  
from,   hence   successfully   avoiding   directly   lying   or   revealing   the   more   significant  
reason  for  me  to  be  unmarried  –  that  I  am  homosexual  and  same-­‐sex  marriage  is  not  
admitted  legally  or  culturally  in  China,  and  it  is  unlikely  to  be  approved  by  my  family.  
  
In  addition,  the  worries  of  being  further  asked  about  my  relationship  that  I  expressed  
in   the   above   quote   is   noteworthy.   This   worry   towards   the   (possible)   further  
‘interrogation’  suggests  that  responses  from  me  were  compelled  (even  if  just  in  my  
mentality),  which  may  be  due  to,  as  I  alluded  to  earlier,  the  power  relation  between  
the  hitchhiker  and  lift-­‐giver  in  which  I  as  the  hitchhiker  feel  obliged  to  answer  the  lift-­‐
giver’s  questions.  This   is   also   shown   in   the   interaction  between   the   lift-­‐giver  and   I  
during  the  lift  from  Litang  to  Chengdu  (S7,  I  was  also  with  my  participant  Yi,  F,  22  at  
that  time):  
  
He  [the  lift-­‐giver]  not  only  talked  about  his  love  affairs,  but  also  wanted  us  to  talk  
about  ours,  …  I  didn’t  want  to  participate  in  this  topic  at  all.  Most  of  the  time  I  
just  glossed  over.  But  there  was  something  unavoidable,  for  example  when  I  was  
asked  whether  I  had  a  girlfriend.  I  said  no  (this  wasn’t  exactly  a  lie).  But  he  asked  
whether  I  had  had  a  girlfriend  before.  I  indeed  hadn’t,  but  perhaps  I  thought  too  
much  at   that  moment,   [I]   felt   that   I  was  27,   [and]   if   [I]   said   [I]  had  no  dating  
experience,  he  (or  they)  would  surely  interrogate  more,  so  I  kind  of  lied  that  I  had  
something  with  someone  before.  …  He  said  that  I  was  not  really  young  anymore,  
[and   that]   I   was   in   an   age   that   I   should   really   date   someone.   …   (fieldnotes,  
06/08/2017)  
  
In  this  case,  whilst  “I  didn’t  want  to  participate”  in  the  topic  that  the  lift-­‐giver  wanted,  
I  still  “glossed  over”  –  negotiating  between  non-­‐disclosure  and  non-­‐deception  through  
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being   evasive,   and   sometimes   even   responded   straightforwardly   to   “something  
unavoidable”  (my  “No”  to  the  question  whether  I  had  a  girlfriend).  Admittedly,  though,  
whether  I  attempted  to  be  silent  when  confronted  questions  or  comments  about  my  
marriage  or  dating  status  was  likely  to  be  affected  by  factors  other  than  whether  or  
not  the  interlocutor  was  my  lift-­‐giver.  Indeed,  I  often  had  to  go  through  the  struggles  
even  the  interlocutor  was  those  other  than  my  lift-­‐givers  (e.g.  hitchhiking  companions,  
travellers  I  met  in  the  field).  But  this  too,  I  argue,  is  at  least  partly  regulated  by  the  
principle  of  reciprocity,  as  I  felt  ‘indebted’  to  them  for  their  agreement  of  participating  
in  the  research  (this  shows  that  my  experiences  in  the  field  as  a  hitchhiking  traveller  
and  those  as  a  researcher  is  inseparable).  I  am  not  trying  to  argue  that  the  principle  of  
reciprocity  is  the  only  or  the  main  explanation  for  the  obligation  of  responding  to  what  
I  did  not  want  to  respond  as  I  felt,  for  surely  there  were  complicated  social  etiquettes  
involved   in  a   conversation   like  that   (e.g.   it   is   impolite   to   ignore  others’  questions),  
perhaps  particularly  so  in  a  ‘gaunxi  (relationship)’  society  like  China  (though  note  that  
guanxi  is  reciprocal  in  nature,  see  Luo,  1997).  Let  alone  the  influences  of,  for  instance,  
personality  (e.g.  being  introvert  or  extrovert).  Nevertheless,  it  would  be  wrong  to  deny  
the  principle  of  reciprocity  as  a  form  of  discursive  power  in  the  context  of  hitchhiking,  
not  only  where  it  co-­‐operates  with  other  power  regimes  such  as  gender  and  sexuality,  
but  also  where  “one  cannot  be   constituted   save   through   the   other”   (Butler,  1993,  
p.123).  
  
It  should  also  be  pointed  out  that  in  this  second  case,  the  straightforward  and  honest  
answer  “No”  to  the  first  question  (whether  I  had  a  girlfriend),  however,  resulted  in  the  
immediate   following   of   the   further   interrogation   “whether   I   had   had   a   girlfriend  
before”,  to  which  I  provided,  again,  an  evasive  answer  “I  had  something  with  someone  
before”   although   I   could   have   responded  with   a   simple   yet   honest   “No”.   This,   as  
indicated  in  my  fieldnotes,  was  probably  due  to  my  overthinking,  which,  nevertheless,  
should  be  read  as  being  conditioned  in  a  specific  way  by  certain  power  regimes  in  the  
social  world  that  I  had  been  subject  to  –  It  was  from  my  own  experiences  (within  and  
outside  the  field)  that  I  learned  that  if  I  claimed  to  have  had  no  girlfriends  at  all  further  
‘interrogation’  would  be  likely  to  follow.  In  contemporary  China,  marriage  remains  as  
the  ultimate  goal  of  dating  but  at  the  same  time  has  been  removed  as  an  immediate  
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consideration   in   premarital   romantic   relationships   especially   among   urban   youths  
(Farrer,   2002).  Whilst   dating   is   considered   as   an   opportunity   to   choose   and   test   a  
partner  for  serious  marriage;  it  is  also  seen  as  a  casual  and  playful  practice  as  opposed  
to  the  seriousness  of  marriage  (Farrer,  2002).  This  unstable  mix  of  seriousness  and  
playfulness  in  dating  relationship  not  only  carries  the  social  and  family  expectation  
associated  with   the   hegemony   of   heterosexual  marriage,   but   also   render   dating   a  
practice  that  can  be  casually  engaged  in  so  that  one  may  be  expected  to  be  or  have  
been  in  dating  relationships  regardless  of  one’s  marriage  status.  In  this  sense,  that  a  
27-­‐year-­‐old   young   man   had   had   no   girlfriend   would   appear   unusual   and  
incomprehensible.   Thus,   it   is   likely   to   induce   further   interrogation   until   the  
‘unusualness’,  or  rather,  non-­‐normativity  be  adequately  explained.  To  stop  the   lift-­‐
giver  interrogating,  therefore,  I  dismissed  this  non-­‐normativity  with  a  statement  that  
‘manipulated’  the  heteronormativity  embedded  in  the  lift-­‐giver’s  thinking  (as  shown  
in  the  assumption  in  his  question  that  if  I  had  a  relationship,  it  would  be  with  a  girl)  so  
that  the  evasive  expression  ‘something  with  someone’  would  be  (mis)interpreted  as,  
for  instance,  ‘a  relationship  with  a  girl’.     
  
Indeed,  in  both  incidents  mentioned  above,  in  attempting  to  achieve  non-­‐disclosure  
and  non-­‐deception  (as  well  as  to  avoid  further  ‘interrogation’)  I,  perhaps  without  my  
knowing,  reclaimed  normality  after  previous  information  that  might  render  me  not,  
or  less  than,  normal.  In  the  former  case,  by  suggesting  that  the  tendency  of  getting  
married  late  in  where  I  was  from,  I  attempted  to  establish  a  subjectivity  that  is  normal  
in  the  social  and  cultural  environment  that  I  belonged  to;  whilst  in  the  latter  case  I  
achieve  that  by  appearing  as  a  young  man,  like  most  of  those  at  my  age,  with  dating  
experiences  or  at  least  ‘something’  similar  to  that  (with  a  girl).  This  seems  reminiscent  
of   the   desire   to   access   normativity   (Yau,   2010)   seen   in   various   practices   of   queer  
subjects  in  China  (see  Chapter  4).  To  be  normal,  in  a  way,  is  to  be  recognised  as  normal.  
Normality,   therefore,  can  be  understood  through  the  notion  of  recognisability   (see  
Butler,  2004a).  In  a  field  regulated  by  heteronormativity  to  appear  as  a  homosexual  
subject  is  to  risk  my  own  recognisability  of  a  viable  social  being,  but  to  appear  as  a  
heterosexual  (and  hence  being  recognised)  is  to  submit  to  and  live  within  the  norms.  
Butler   (2004a)   summarised   this   paradox   well:   “I   may   feel   that   without   some  
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recognisability   I   cannot   live.   But   I   may   also   feel   that   the   terms   by   which   I   am  
recognized   make   life   unlivable”   (p.4).   As   I   appear   as   a   recognised/recognisable  
heterosexual  man  through  the  performativity  of  non-­‐disclosure,  I  also  experienced  the  
less  livable  aspects  of  life  accompanied  this  recognisability.  Although  ‘(un)livable’  may  
be  a  strong  word,  this  predicament  highlighted  by  Butler  (2004a)  seems  to  capture  
well   my   closeted   experiences   in   hitchhiking   travel   (though   Butler   herself   did   not  
explicitly  associate  this  conceptualisation  with  ‘closetedness’).     
  
It   can   be   argued   that   the   context   of   hitchhiking   might   have   dramatised   this  
predicament  of   being   in   the  closet.   If  my  appearing  as  heterosexual   in   the   field   is  
understood   as   performing   heterosexuality   (which   often   requires   performing  
masculinity,   see  Zheng,  2015),   this  performativity,   as  we  have   learned   from  Butler  
(1990;  1993),  is  the  repetition  or  reiteration  of  gender  and  sexual  norms  in  order  to  
achieve   that   ‘realness’.   In   this   process   of   repetition   or   reiteration,   due   to   the  
indeterminacy   embedded   in   performativity,   the   norms   might   have   been   ‘cited’  
differently  regardless  of  (and  beyond)  my  intention,  hence  revealing  to  various  extents  
my  homosexuality.  On  the  one  hand,  consider  that  it  is  not  uncommon  that  a  Chinese  
gay  man   limits   his   socialisation  with   straight   people   in   order   to   avoid   slipping   out  
information  of  their  homosexuality  “because  the  more  time  he  spent  with  them  the  
more  chance  that  unanticipated  events  could  occur  that  would  disclose  his  secret”  
(Zheng,  2015,  p.147).  This  deliberate  limiting  of  socialising  has  been  made  uneasy  by  
the  relative  immobility  or  stasis  that  accompanies  the  mobility  (Adey,  2006;  Cresswell,  
2012;  Urry,  2003)  in  the  hitchhiking  situation,  as  being  confined  with  the  lift-­‐giver  in  
his/her  car  renders  the  interaction  with  the  lift-­‐giver  a  social  situation  that  cannot  be  
easily   escaped   from   (see   Chapter2).   This   social   situation   is   intense,   especially  
considering  the  intimate  space  and  the  often  prolong  period  (most  of  my  lifts  lasted  
for   hours   and   sometimes   even   a   whole   day).   Thus,   the   ‘self-­‐consciousness’   and  
‘uncomfortableness’  that  I  experienced  during  the  lifts  cannot  be  solely  attributed  to  
the  power  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  in  my  case  but  may  also  
be  due  to  the  constant  struggles  of  performing  heterosexuality:  Whilst  I  as  a  hitchhiker  
to  various  extents  were  compelled  to  interact  with  the  lift-­‐giver  (due  to  the  hitchhiker  
–   lift-­‐giver   power   relation),   I   had   to   continually   restrain  myself   from   involving   too  
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much  in  that  social  situation  in  order  to  avoid  my  homosexuality  being  accidentally  
indicated  or  even  exposed.  On   the  other  hand,   the  mobile  nature  of  hitchhiking   is  
unique  in  that  the  hitchhiker  often  needs  to  be  in  multiple  lift-­‐givers’  cars  to  arrive  
his/her   destinations,   each   of  which   can   be   a   unique   social   situation.   The   constant  
exposure   to   new   social   situations   renders   performing   heterosexuality   particularly  
demanding.  The  abovementioned  two  episodes,  for   instance,  showed  that   I  had  to  
negotiate   again   and   again   between  non-­‐disclosure   and   non-­‐deception   each   time   I  
hitched  a  different  car,  and  each  of  these  negotiations  is  a  unique  case  that  required  
specific  attention.     
  
It  is  certainly  not  my  intention  to  generalise  my  experiences.  What  I  hope  to  show  in  
the  above  discussion  is  what  ‘I’  as  a  homosexual  subject  experienced  in  hitchhiking  
travel.  In  fact,  although  confronting  similar  difficulties,  I  feel  that  my  subjectivity  as  a  
Chinese  gay  man  was  distinct  from  that  of  a  majority  of  other  Chinese  gay  men  (and  
importantly   Chinese   lesbians)   in   at   least   some   aspects.   For   instance,   I   have   not  
experienced  some  of  the  prominent  struggles  that  are  claimed  to  be  shared  in  the  gay  
community  in  China  widely  documented  in  research  (e.g.  Bao,  2012;  Chou,  2000;  2001;  
Kong,  2011;  Li,  2006;  Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015;  Rofel,  2007;  Zheng,  2015).  This  is  perhaps  
partly  due  to  the  privilege  that  I  have  of  studying  and  living  for  a  relatively  long  period  
in  the  UK,  a  social  and  culture  context  that  is  very  different  from  that  of  China  (see  my  
reflexive  note  in  Chapter  5).  But  then  again  I  think  each  and  every  homosexual  subject  
is  different  from  each  other  in  some  way,  and  their  subjectivities  in  hitchhiking  travel  
would  also  be  diversely  particular.  In  the  above  discussion  I  have  shown,  I  hope,  that  
my   subjectivity   in   the   context   of   hitchhiking   travel   is   constituted   as   a   particularity  
through   the   operations   of   various   power   regimes,   and   that   other   (gendered   and  
sexualised)  subjectivities  differently  constituted  as  the  effects  of  the  power  regimes  
that  intertwined  in  the  context  of  hitchhiking  travel  are  probably  as  queer  as  mine.     
  
8.3  Implicitly  Queer  
  
If  following  Butler  (1990;  1993),  and  as  discussed  in  the  previous  section,  homosexual  
desire  is  the  abjected  outside,  it  is  an  ‘outside’  that  is  nevertheless  inside,  constantly  
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threatening   to   expose   the   presumption   of   normative   heterosexuality   regulating  
gender  in  hitchhiking  travel  that  is  constructed  by  the  repudiation  of  homosexuality.  
The   construction   of   the   normality   of   heterosexuality   is   “a   sedimented   effect   of   a  
reiterative  or  ritual  practice”  and  “by  virtue  of  this  reiteration  that  gaps  and  fissures  
are  opened  up  as  the  constitutive   instabilities  in  such  constructions”  (Butler,  1993,  
p.10).  The  ‘normal’  sexualised  (and  gendered)  hitchhiking  subject  has  to  be  considered  
as   the   effect   of   the   citations   of   norms,   through   which   the   norms   obtained   that  
authoritative   power,   and   through   which,   however,   that   the   norms   may   also   be  
challenged   when   being   cited   differently.   Importantly,   though,   it   is   not   easy   to  
distinguish  the  citations  that  reinforce  the  norms  and  those  that  subvert  the  norms,  
probably   because   citations   are   often   ambiguous   in   terms   of   their   reinforcing   or  
subverting   effects   (Barthold,   2014;   Lloyd,   1999;   McNay,   1999;   Mills,   2000).   An  
encounter  with  a  possibly  homosexual  male  lift-­‐giver  reported  by  my  interviewee  Wei  
(M,   20)   poses   such   an   ambiguous   case.   I   use   ‘possibly’   because   there   was   no  
confirmation  from  the  lift-­‐giver  about  his  sexuality,  which  I  will  return  to  shortly.  In  
this  section,  I  analyse  this  incident  of  Wei’s  in  details.  I  would  like  to  confess  first  that  
this   analysis   will   be   incomplete,   as   I   acquired   no   information   from   this   lift-­‐giver.  
Nevertheless,  it  is  this  absence  of  accounts  of  the  lift-­‐giver  that  allows  more  flexibility  
and  reflexivity  in  my  interpretation.     
  
I  met  Wei  in  Shangri-­‐La,  where  he  started  his  very  first  hitchhiking  journey  to  Lhasa.  
Although  I  did  not  hitchhike  with  him  (as  at  that  time  I  just  arrived  Shangri-­‐La  after  
hitchhiking  all   the  way  from  Lhasa),  Wei  and   I  have  developed  a  good  relation.  He  
seemed  to  be  quite  interested  in  my  research,  which  I  talked  a  bit  about  during  our  
meet-­‐ups  in  Shangri-­‐La.  Throughout  his  journey  to  Lhasa,  he  frequently  messaged  me  
on  Wechat,  reporting  briefly  about  his  hitchhiking  travel.  I  interviewed  him  after  he  
arrived  in  Lhasa.  Later,  Wei  left  Lhasa  and  continued  hitchhiking  along  the  Qinghai  –  
Tibet  Route  (another  popular  route  people  travelled  to/from  Lhasa)  until  he  arrived  
Jiuquan,  where  he  took  a  train  to  Lanzhou2.  During  this  period,  he  still  messaged  me  
                                            
2   Jiuquan  and  Lanzhou  are  cities  in  Gansu  province.  Wei  continued  to  travel  through/to  these  cities  after  he  
finished  travelled  along  the  Qinghai  –  Tibet  Route.  
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frequently   reporting   his   journey,   and   it   is   in   one   of   these   post-­‐interview  Wechat  
messages  that  he  sent  me  the  screenshots  of  the  conversation  between  that  lift-­‐giver  
and  himself  which,  for  him,  ‘revealed’  the  lift-­‐giver’s  homosexuality.  After  this  I  decide  
to  invite  him  to  another  interview.  The  conversation  shown  in  the  screenshots  and  the  
conversation  between  Wei  and  me  when  he  sent  me  the  screenshots  are  as  followed:  
  
Lift-­‐giver:  No,  if  I  knew  you  were  also  in  Lanzhou  yesterday  [I]  might  have  stayed  
for  a  few  days,  but  now  I  don’t  want  to  go  back,  I  am  going  to  Xi’an,  later!  
Wei:  Okay  uncle3   come  to  Hunan4   someday  you  can  contact  me  [and  I  can]  show  
you  around  
Wei:  Safe  trips  
Lift-­‐giver:  Until  next  time  ~  
Wei:  Until  we  meet  again  
…  
Lift-­‐giver:  Ask  something  [that]  shouldn’t  [be]  as[ed]k,  are  you  homo[sexual]?  
Wei:  No  
(Screenshot  1)  
  
Lift-­‐giver:  Ask  something  [that]  shouldn’t  [be]  ask[ed],  are  you  homo[sexual]?  
Wei:  No  
Lift-­‐giver:  Hmm,  but  the  question  you  [asked]  the  other  day  was  a  bit  strange  
Wei:  What  question?  
Lift-­‐giver:  [If]  you  have  forgotten  [let’s]  not  mention  it  
Lift-­‐giver:  I  am  going  to  drive  
Wei:  Safe  trip.  
Lift-­‐giver:  Thank  you.  
(Screenshot  2)  
  
                                            
3   In  China  it  is  normal  to  address  or  refer  to  someone  who  is  older  or  more  senior  as  ‘uncle/aunt’,  as  it  is  with  ‘(big)  
brother/sister’,  even  though  they  are  not  in  fact  related  through  kinship.  
4   Hunan  is  Wei’s  hometown.  
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Wei:  (Screenshot  1)  
Wei:  ~  This  is  the  uncle  who  gave  me  a  lift  that  I  talked  about  
Me:  Which  one?  
Me:  I  forgot  haha  
Wei:  The  one  that  always  messaged  me  
Me:  What’s  the  last  sentence  [in  screenshot  1]  all  about  haha  
Wei:  Now  I  know  why  
Me:  He’s  interested  in  you?  
Me:  I  definitely  need  to  interview  you  again  about  this!  
Wei:  I  suppose  this  is  the  case  
…  
Me:  What  did  he  say  after  you  said  no  
Wei:  (Screenshot  2)     
(the  conversation  between  Wei  and  me  when  he  sent  me  the  screenshots)  
  
As  I  alluded  to  earlier,  there  was  no  explicit  information  about  the  lift-­‐giver’s  sexuality  
throughout  this  conversation,  yet  he  was  still  considered  as  homosexual,  not  only  by  
Wei  (as  shown  in  the  quotes  above)  but  also  by  me  when  I  saw  the  first  screenshot.  
This  appears  to  be  due  to  the  lift-­‐giver’s  question  “are  you  homo[sexual]?”.  It  seems  
that  by  asking  this  question  the  lift-­‐giver  was  revealing  his  sexuality  –  perhaps  because  
the   question   is   easily   considered   as   one   that   wouldn’t   be   asked   by   a   (Chinese)  
heterosexual  person.  Thus,  it  was  almost  like  a  ‘coming  out’  moment.  However,  this  
revelation,   if   it  was   indeed   a   revelation,   captures   the   classic   Chinese   aesthetics   of  
‘implicitness’  often  practiced  by  sexual  minorities  in  negotiating  the  revelation  of  their  
sexual  identity  (Bao,  2012;  Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015).  Particularly  helpful  in  understanding  
this  situation  is  the  implicit  style  of  ‘coming  out’  implicated  in  Bao’s  (2012)  account,  
which,  unlike  the  Western-­‐originated  notion  of  ‘coming  out’,  one’s  sexuality  does  not  
need  to  be  articulated  clearly,  and  thus,  “one  does  not  need  to  be  completely  ‘in’  or  
‘out’”   (Bao,   2012,   p.109).   This   blurs   the   binaries   of   in/out,   secrecy/disclosure,  
knowledge/ignorance   etc.   that   are   central   to   what   Sedgwick   (1990)   termed  
‘epistemology   of   the   closet’.   This   seems   to   be   the   situation   of   the   lift-­‐giver   as   his  
sexuality   remained  unmentioned  and,   to  an  extent,   concealed  but  appeared   to   be  
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simultaneously   implicated   in   the   question.   This   is   also   reflected   in   that   there   are  
senses  of  both  certainty  (“Now  I  know  why”)  and  uncertainty  (“I  suppose”)  in  Wei’s  
account.  In  this  sense,  regardless  of  the  original  intention  of  the  lift-­‐giver  when  asking  
this  question  (as  it  remains  unknown  to  us),  this  question  is  performative,  enacting  
both  the  revelation  and  concealment  of  the  speaker’s  sexuality.     
  
The  performativity  of  this  question  seemed  to  be  multidimensional.  For  Wei  it  seems  
to  have  also  expressed  sexual  interests.  As  shown  in  our  Wechat  conversation,  Wei  
(as   well   as   I)   suggested   that   the   lift-­‐giver’s   intention   was   to   approach   him   as   a  
(homo)sexual  object  –  he  understood  homoeroticism  as  the  explanation  for  lift-­‐giver’s  
frequent   messages   and   recurring   invitation   to   join   him   again   in   travelling   (in   the  
interviews   Wei   mentioned   that   the   lift-­‐giver   invited   him   several   times   to   travel  
together  after   they   separated).   In   the   second   interview,   though,  he   indicated   that  
maybe  the   lift-­‐giver   just  wanted  to  “play  together  as   friends”  (it  appears  to  me  by  
‘play’,   Wei   meant   hang   out   or   travel   together,   but   the   word   ‘play’   can   be   easily  
interpreted  as  having  a  sexual  undertone)  (2nd  interview  with  Wei).  All  the  same,  it  
seems  that  the  lift-­‐giver’s  interests  in  Wei,  with  or  without  sexual  intention,  is  due  to  
the   perceived   homosexuality   of  Wei.   As   such,   this   performative   question   had   yet  
another  enactment,  that  is,  a  provisional  attribution  of  Wei’s  (homo)sexuality.  Insofar  
as   heteronormative   norms   remain   powerful   in   regulating   sexual   relations   in   China  
(even  in  homosexual  relations,  consider  the  ‘gender’  division  within  gay  men  in  China,  
see  Zheng,  2015),  the  question  “are  you  homo[sexual]?”  cannot  be  thought  as  neutral.  
Heteronormativity  defaults  heterosexuality  in  most  situations  –  including  hitchhiking  
travel.   As   such,   to   ask   whether   one   is   homosexual   inevitably   expresses   a  
disproportional  tendency  of  assuming  one  as  homosexual.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  
performative  power  in  this  question  asked  by  the  lift-­‐giver,  in  a  Butlerian  (1993)  sense,  
should  not  be  understand  as  the  function  of  an  originating  will  of  the  lift-­‐giver.  It  is  
derivative.   Perhaps   in   this   case   the   impossibility   of   knowing   about   the   lift-­‐giver’s  
‘original’  intention  of  asking  the  question  is  beneficial  in  seeing  the  displacement  of  
the  performative  power.  Yet  it  would  be  equally  inappropriate  to  see  the  power  as  
being  held  by  the  interpreters,  that  is  Wei  and  I,  as  our  interpretation  was  always  a  
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citation  of  certain  norms  about,  for  instance,  ‘what  is  a  gay  man  like’  and  ‘what  sort  
of  things  will  he  say’.     
  
In  addition,  the  lift-­‐giver  referred  to  the  question  as  “something  [that]  shouldn’t  [be]  
ask[ed]”.  This  absence  of  a  subject,  again,  seems  to  imply  that  this  question  is  not  one  
that  shouldn’t  be  asked  by  a  specific  person  but  one  that  shouldn’t  be  asked  in  general.  
And  if  the  question  is  understood  as  performative  as  discussed  above,  it  is  “something  
[that]  shouldn’t  [be]  ask[ed]”  only  to  the  extent  that  it  is  asked.  In  particular,  as  this  
question   enacted   the   assumption   of  Wei’s   homosexuality,   to   an   extent   it   can   be  
considered   as   a   form   of   name-­‐calling   in   a   society   like   China  where   homosexuality  
remains  to  be  largely  (although  not  always  openly)  stigmatised  (Chen  &  Chen,  2007;  
Li,   2006;   Liu  &  Choi,   2006;   Xie  &   Peng,   2018).  Hence,   it  might   subtly   bring  with   it  
injurious   effects   of   stigmatising   the   addressee   (for   detailed   discussion   of   injurious  
speech  see  Butler,  1997a).  Perhaps  it  is  in  this  sense  that  this  question  is  considered  
as  ‘shouldn’t  be  asked’.  Interestingly,  the  lift-­‐giver  nevertheless  asked  this  ‘shouldn’t-­‐
be-­‐asked’  question.  The  asking,  then,  seemed  to  deliver  a  message  like  this:  “despite  
of  this  question  being  something  shouldn’t  be  asked,  I  can  still  ask  it  as  you  have  been  
in  my  car  and  received  a  lift/favour  from  me  ”,  which  indicates  a  sense  of  (although  
maybe   imagined)   entitlement.   This   sense   of   entitlement   of   the   lift-­‐giver   is   also  
reflected  in  the  perceived  necessity  of  responding  to  the  ‘interrogation’  from  the  lift-­‐
giver   in  my   experiences   discussed   in   the   previous   section.   Indeed,   it   can   even   be  
detected  in  the  widely  perceived  danger  of  female  hitchhikers  (‘a  female  hitching  a  
stranger’s   car   is   asking   to   be   raped’)   in   the   dominant   discourses   of   gender   in  
hitchhiking.   It   seems,   then,   if   asking   the   ‘shouldn’t-­‐be-­‐asked’   question   is   a  
transgression,  it  is  one  that  is  not  (or  not  so)  transgressive  when  asked  by  the  lift-­‐giver.  
This   sense   of   entitlement,  whether   perceived   by   the   lift-­‐giver   or   the   hitchhiker,   is  
probably  an  effect  of,  as   I  have  suggested  before,   the  power   relation  between  the  
hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  regulated  particularly  by  the  principle  of  reciprocity.     
  
Rinvolucri’s  (1974)  research  documented  homosexual  solicitation  from  the  (male)  lift-­‐
givers  reported  by  (male)  hitchhikers  (and  to  my  knowledge  his  is  the  only  research  
about   hitchhiking   that   brought   fore   the   issue   of   homosexuality).   A   relatively   high  
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percentage  of  his  male  interviewees  (36  out  of  161)  claimed  to  have  been  approached  
homosexually  by  the  lift-­‐givers,  whereas  there  seemed  to  be  no  such  same-­‐sex  desired  
expressed  by  the  male  hitchhikers  –  at   least  none  mentioned  by  Rinvolucri   (1974).  
Rinvolucri   (1974)   suggested   that   the  explanation   for   the   relatively  high  number   of  
homosexual  solicitations  from  the  lift-­‐giver  was  the  anonymity  guaranteed  by  the  lift-­‐
situation   and   the   dominant   social   and   psychological   position   of   being   a   lift-­‐giver.  
Perhaps   this   can   partially   apply   to   this   research,   particularly   in   the   sense   that   the  
dominance  of  the  lift-­‐giver  remains  largely  assumed  (to  various  extents)  among  my  
participants   as   discussed   in   both   Chapter   6   and   Chapter   7.  However,   this   incident  
involving  homosexuality  reported  by  Wei  is  radically  different  from  those  homosexual  
encounters   documented   in   Rinvolucri’s   research.   In   particular,   unlike   the  
(homo)sexual  solicitation  in  the  context  of  Rinvolucri’s  research  (1974),  this  question  
from  the  lift-­‐giver  as  a  homosexual  expression  did  not  occur  during  the  lift.  Rather  it  
was  asked  not  only  after  the  lift,  but  also  after  a  missed  opportunity  for  Wei  and  the  
lift-­‐giver’s  meeting  again  in  Lanzhou.  Right  before  the  question  was  asked,  Wei  and  
the  lift-­‐giver  had  been  saying  ‘goodbye’  to  each  other.  While  what  was  said  seemed  
to  indicate  a  reunion  in  the  future  (Screenshot  1),  it  was  certainly  not  a  guarantee.  Jun  
(F,   22)   and   Xu   (M,   208)   in   the   interviews,   for   instance,   have   spoken   about   the  
unlikeliness   of   seeing   the   lift-­‐giver   again.   Indeed,   this   expression   of   the   wish   for  
reunion  was  likely  to  be  out  of  politeness  more  than  sincerity.  Wei’s  attitude  toward  
the  lift-­‐giver  had  changed  negatively,  arguably  after  he  ‘learned’  about  his  same-­‐sex  
desire,  which  may  imply  that  Wei  was  unlikely  to  get  in  touch  with  the  lift-­‐giver  again:  
  
…  that  uncle,   I   felt   [my]   relation  with  him,  maybe,   that’s,  we  can   share,  each  
other’s   experiences   already   felt,   counted   –   [he]   could   be   counted   as   a,   hmm,  
friend,  yes  …     
(1st  interview  with  Wei)  
  
…  [our]chat  were  just  so-­‐so…  
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…  maybe,  with  them5   –  [I]  felt  chatting  with  them  was  not  pleasant,  not  really  
comfortable  …  
(2nd  interview  with  Wei)  
  
These  differences  seem  to  indicate  that  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China  is  
not  a  context  that  same-­‐sex  desire  can  be  openly  expressed  without  consequences  
(however  slight   it  may  be),  even  for  the  seemingly  dominant   lift-­‐giver.   Indeed,  as   I  
have  already  indicated,  such  desire  in  this  case  was  expressed  implicitly.  It  should  be  
noted   that   this   ‘implicitness’   is   different   to   that   in   ‘coming   home’   (denoting   the  
strategy  of  coming  to  family  home  with  a  same-­‐sex  partner  without  declaring  one’s  
sexuality  to  one’s  parents)  (Chou,  2000;  2001;  Huang  &  Brouwer,  2018a;  Jeffreys  &  Yu,  
2015).  Whilst   the   desired   end-­‐result   of   ‘coming   home’   is   parents’   knowledge   and  
acquiescence  of  a  homosexual  life  without  confrontational  negotiation  (Chou,  2000;  
2001),   in   this   case   the   ‘implicitness’   is   akin   to   the   ‘testing   and   pushing   attitude’  
approach  mentioned  by  Huang  and  Brouwer  (2018a)  in  which  one  “bring  home  gay  
friends  to  suss  out  and/or  challenge  their  parents”  (p.110).  Regardless  the  similarity,  
one  must  distinguish  this  from  ‘coming  home’  as  this  approach  seems  to  be  practiced  
in   a   more   ambivalent   and   less   determined   style   than   ‘coming   home’   so   that   the  
secrecy  of  sexuality  can  be  retained  relatively  easily.  In  this  case,  it  can  even  be  argued  
that   the   lift-­‐giver   leaned   towards   keeping   his   homosexuality   in   secrecy,   as   he  
immediately  ended  the  topic  by  “[If]  you  have  forgotten  [let’s]  not  mention  it”.  Surely  
the  effectiveness  of  this  response  from  the  lift-­‐giver  in  ending  a  possibly  undesired  
topic  for  him  may  have  to  a  limited  extent  reflected  his  dominance  in  relation  to  the  
hitchhiker.  However,  it  is  equally  important  to  think  about  whether  this  differentiation  
make   a   significant   difference   between   being   a   homosexual   lift-­‐giver   and   being   a  
homosexual  hitchhiker,  as  it  appears  that  in  the  context  of  hitchhiking  travel  in  China,  
even  the  lift-­‐giver  seems  to  be  entitled  to  express  same-­‐sex  desire,  such  a  desire  still  
cannot  be  expressed  unambiguously.     
  
                                            
5   The  lift-­‐giver  travelled  with  his  nephew,  whom  Wei  had  little  contact  with.     
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Some  comments  on  the  distinctions  between  the  context  of  Rinvolucri’s  research  and  
that   of   mine   may   provide   some   implications   for   the   different   degrees   of   the  
explicitness/implicitness  of  the  expression  of  same-­‐sex  desire  by  the  lift-­‐giver  in  both  
cases.  The  context  of  Rinvolucri’s  (1974)  research,  as  that  in  some  other  research  (e.g.  
Mahood,   2014;   2016;   2018;   Miller,   1973),   is   mostly   during   and   shortly   after   the  
counter-­‐culture  period,  in  which  hitchhiking  was  closely  associated  with  escaping  from  
the  mainstream  society  that  homosexual  population  seemed  not  to  belong  to.  Indeed,  
gay   liberation  was   intersected  with   the  counter-­‐culture  movement   (D’Emilo,  1992;  
Robinson,   2013;   and   also   see   Packer,   2008  where   he   referred   to   the  mainstream  
society  from  which  the  drop-­‐outs  escaped  the  ‘straight’  society  and  mentioned  that  
hitchhiking  was  recognised  as  a  ‘gay  practice’,  although  ‘straight’  and  ‘gay’  should  not  
be  understood  as  conclusively  and  exclusively  as  ‘heterosexual’  and  ‘homosexual’).  On  
the  other  hand,  neither  did  counter-­‐culture  movement  take  place  in  China,  nor  is  the  
ideology  of  escapism  a  significant  feature  of  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China.  
Insomuch  as  the  contemporary  Chinese  hitchhiking  traveller  is  not  detached  from  or  
against  the  mainstream  society,  revealing  homosexual  desire  (intended  or  not)  during  
hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving  may  be  considered  as  also  revealing  to  the  mainstream  society  
where  heterosexuality  is  normalised.     
  
In  addition,  the  ‘mobilities  turn’  (Sheller  &  Urry,  2006;  Hannam,  Sheller  &  Urry,  2006)  
has  facilitated  a  wide  discussion  about  the  boundary  between  tourism  and  daily  life  in  
the  late  modern  world  (Cohen  &  Cohen,  2012;  Larsen,  Urry  &  Axhausen,  2007),  which  
is   exemplary   captured   by   hitchhiking   travel   in   contemporary   China   –   not   because  
touristic  and  leisure  purposes  are  more  apparent  and  prominent  in  this  context  than  
in  the  wartime  or  counter-­‐culture  period  West  (although  this  is  the  case  to  a  certain  
extent),  but   for  that  the   interaction  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the   lift-­‐giver   is  no  
longer  confined  on  the  road  (and  in  the  car),  which  means  that  the  circumscription  of  
hitchhiking  is  obscured.  Not  only  that  asking  and  offering  lifts  are  not  restricted  to  be  
on  the  road,  but  also  that  the  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  does  
not  end  as  the  hitchhiking/lift-­‐giving  end  (see  Chapter  6).  In  particular,  adding  each  
other  on  social  media  (especially  Wechat)  is  a  common  practice  for  the  hitchhiker  and  
the  lift-­‐giver  according  to  my  participants  and  my  own  experience.  As  such,  the  power  
 254 
relation  between  the  hitchhiker  and  lift-­‐giver  can  extend  to  outside  the  lift  situation  
(and  this  extension  was  not  present  in  hitchhiking,  or  research  about  hitchhiking,  in  
the  West),  which  is  to  an  extent  reflected  in,  for  instance,  the  effectiveness  of  the  lift-­‐
giver’s   ending   the   undesired   topic   about   homosexuality   in   a   post-­‐hitchhiking/lift-­‐
giving  conversation.  Nevertheless,  although  the  lift-­‐giver  may  maintain  the  seemingly  
dominant  position  (for  various  periods  of  time),  the  extension  of  the  hitchhiker  –  lift-­‐
giver  relation  outside  the  lift-­‐situation  also  means  that  anonymity  cannot  be  ensured  
as   neither   is   the   relation   between   the   hitchhiker   and   the   lift-­‐giver   an   enclosed   or  
undisclosed   one,   nor   is   homosexual   expression   in   hitchhiking   shielded   from   the  
heteronormative   society   under   the   cover   of   escapism.   This   absence   of   anonymity,  
then,  makes  possible  the  exposure  of  the  lift-­‐giver’s  homosexuality  by  the  hitchhiker  
(once   it   is   revealed,   intentionally  or   unintentionally,   to   the   hitchhiker),  which  may  
pose   as   a   threat   for   the   lift-­‐giver   (the   blackmailing   of   homosexual   individuals   by  
threatening   to  expose   their   sexuality   to   the  public,   although  not   in   the  context  of  
hitchhiking,   is   not   unheard   of,   e.g.   Zheng,   2015).   In   such   a   case,   the   supposedly  
dominant   position   of   the   lift-­‐giver   can   (although   not   necessarily)   be   challenged.  
Without  anonymity  and  in  a  situation  where  the  dominant  position  as  a  lift-­‐giver  can  
be  subverted,  the  homosexual  lift-­‐giver  probably  remain  in/re-­‐entre  the  closet,  or  at  
best,  appears  as   implicitly  and  ambiguously  homosexual.   In  this  sense,  the  relation  
between  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  is  from  the  onset  sexualised,  as  in  a  way  the  
male   lift-­‐giver   has   to   be,   or   indeed,   present   himself   as,   heterosexual   to   be   in   the  
prerogative  position.     
  
However,   to   say   that   the   lift-­‐giver   in  Wei’s   case  was  expressing  his  homosexuality  
implicitly  is  at  once  to  assume  him  to  be  homosexual.  The  question  is,  of  course,  that  
the  sexuality  of  the  lift-­‐giver  is  not  actually  known  by  us,  however  confident  Wei  and  
I  may  be  about  our  judgement  (and  this  can  problematise  the  discussion  I  presented  
above!).  Consider  that  the  lift-­‐giver  made  the  provisional  attribution  of  Wei’s  sexuality  
based  on,   interestingly,   also  a   ‘strange’  question  Wei  asked  previously,  which  Wei  
claimed  that  he  had  forgotten  (Screenshot  2;  I  also  asked  again  about  this  question  in  
the  second  interview,  but  Wei  said  that  he  couldn’t  thought  of  anything  he  said  that  
might   lead   to   the   lift-­‐giver’s  misunderstanding).   Although  Wei   deny   himself   being  
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homosexual   by   a   straightforward   ‘No’,   it   can   always   be   argued   that   he   was  
pretending/performing  –  just  as  the  homosexual  who  refuses  to  be  out,  such  as  myself.  
After   all,   a   large   homosexual   population   in   China   today   still   live   a   double   life,  
attempting   to   represent   themselves   as   normal   (read:   heterosexual)   by   expunging  
traces  of  ‘gayness’  in  public  in  everyday  life  (Zheng,  2015).  Even  those  gay  men  and  
lesbians   engaged   in   xinghun   –   a  marriage   arrangement   between   a   gay  man   and   a  
lesbian,   which   sometimes   considered   as   a   ‘queer   practice’,   have   to   perform   a  
heterosexual   love   life   continually   to   successfully   achieve   the   ‘realness’   of   a  
heterosexual  marriage  (Engebretsen,  2017;  Huang  &  Brouwer,  2018b;  Jeffreys  &  Yu,  
2015).  If  it  is  seen  in  this  way,  the  sexuality  of  each  and  every  individual  in  the  field  
can  be  indefinitely  questioned.  
  
Yet  my  intention  is  not  to  question  the  sexuality  of  Wei’s  or  the  lift-­‐giver’s,  but  how  
one’s  sexuality  becomes  to  be  thought  as  ‘knowable’  at  all  in  the  context  of  hitchhiking,  
without   one’s   confession   or   confirmation.   To   consider   this,   I   turn   to   my   only  
experience  of  ‘coming  out’  in  the  field.  The  person  that  I  came  out  to  was  my  fellow  
volunteer  in  the  hostel  in  Litang,  Yu.  The  moment  was  noted  down  as  such:  
  
…  Yu  and  I  were  playing  with  our  phones  at  the  front  desk.  Yu  was  chatting  with  
a  friend  through  voice  messages,  …  Then  she  suddenly  said  to  me:  “This  friend  of  
mine   is   very   much   like   you”,   then   she   added,   “except   for   one   thing   that   is  
different”.  I  was  bewildered,  I  couldn’t  remember  whether  or  not  I  asked  what’s  
the  difference.  But  Yu  continued:  “Your  sexual  orientations  are  different,  he  likes  
boys”.  Then   it   just   slipped  out  of  my  mouth:   “Me   too”.  Yu  asked,   in  a   slightly  
surprised  tone,  “really?”,  then  she  said:  “I  actually  kind  of  guessed  it.”  (fieldnotes,  
14/05/2017)  
  
Heterosexuality  is  (almost)  universally  assumed  in  daily  life  in  China,  sometimes  to  the  
extent   that   the   very  mentioning   of   homosexuality   can   be   seen   as   a   sign   of   being  
homosexual   in   certain   contexts.   However,   although   I   have   witnessed   and   heard  
homosexuality  being  mentioned  or  discussed  by  various  participants  time  and  again  
(for   instance,  when  Xu   jokingly  said  that  “you  can’t  be  gay”),   the   lift-­‐giver   in  Wei’s  
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account  is  the  only  individual  that  I  know  of  that  was  understood  as  homosexual.  As  
mentioned  before,   there  are   norms   that  we   ‘cite’   in  understanding  one’s   sexuality  
during  the   interaction  with  him/her.   I  do  not   intend  to  delve   into  these  norms  but  
rather  hope  to  propose  that  these  norms  constitute  an  aspect  of  the  ‘implicitness’  of  
one’s  homosexuality.  These  norms  are  used  both  to  implicate  (or  not  implicate)  one’s  
(homo)sexuality   and   to   make   sense   of   other’s   sexuality.   From   this   conversation,  
between  Yu  and  myself,  my  appearing  heterosexuality  had  at  least  been  questioned  
by  Yu  before  I  came  out  to  her.  Arguably  this  could  be  that  regardless  my  intention  
and   effort   to   conceal   my   homosexuality,   my   homosexuality   nevertheless   was  
implicated  through  my  interaction  with  Yu.  Considering  the  unease  I  experienced  in  
performing  heterosexuality  mentioned   in   the  previous   section,   it   is  not   impossible  
that  traces  of  my  queerness  may  have  been  picked  up  by  others  during  the  course  of  
the  fieldwork.  Indeed,  I  would  not  be  surprised  that  my  heterosexuality  was  suspected  
by  various  people  that  I  met  in  the  field,  especially  in  the  social  situations  of  being  in  
the   lift-­‐givers’  cars.   In  this  sense,  my  negotiation  between  non-­‐disclosure  and  non-­‐
deception  can  be  seen  as  a  practice  of  ‘implicitness’,  although  one  that  is  different  
from  the  one  that  practiced  by  the  lift-­‐giver  in  Wei’s  case  –  and  like  there  are  various  
forms  of  silence  (Sedgewick,  1990),  there  are  various  forms  of  implicitness.     
  
It   is   also   interesting   to   note   that   although   Yu   claimed   that   she   had   ‘guessed’  my  
homosexuality  she  still  assumed  that  I  was  heterosexual  (by  saying  that  her  friend  is  
different  from  me  that  he  likes  boys).  This  may  be  due  to  what  I  proposed  earlier  as  
the  stigmatising  effects  of  calling  one  homosexual,  especially  when  the  sexuality  of  
the   individual   concerned   is   implicit,   that   is,   being   implicated   yet   undeclared.   My  
‘coming  out’,  then,  is  rightly  to  be  seen  as  having  made  that  implicit  homosexuality  of  
mine  known  so  that  my  homosexuality  is  considered  as  mentionable  by  Yu.  However,  
is  the  (homo)sexuality  that  I  revealed  to  Yu  my  ‘true’  sexuality?  This  may  seem  an  odd  
question  to  ask.  Yet  by  raising  this  question  I  am  not  trying  to  articulate  or  consider  
the   idea  of  sexuality  –  this  have  been  attempted  by  various  scholars   (see  Johnson,  
2014).  Instead,  my  concern  is  on  Bao’s  (2012)  proposition  of  ‘coming  out’  in  a  Chinese  
context.  Unlike   the   ‘coming  out’  model   in   the  West   that   is   “directly   related   to   the  
notions   of   ‘truth’   and   ‘authenticity’,   in   a   Chinese   context,   the   “concealment   and  
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disclosure  do  not  point  to  the  authenticity  of  one’s  identity”  (p.109).  According  to  Bao  
(2012),  “[w]hen  to  conceal  and  when  to  disclose  one’s  identity,  together  with  to  whom”  
is  “a  matter  of  politics”  (p.109).  In  this  sense,  the  revealing  of  my  homosexuality  is  no  
truer  than  my  appearing  heterosexuality.  This  questions  a  stable  sense  of  identity,  as  
it   reveals   that   identities   (at   least   as   it   appears)   can   be   enacted   differently   across  
various   interactions  (Watson,  2005;  Holman  Jones  &  Adams,  2010)  –  and  as   I  have  
mentioned  time  and  again  the  context  of  hitchhiking  travel  render  social  interactions  
salient.  Such  enactment  of  different  identities,  however,  must  not  be  understood  as  
free  choices  but  rather  as  severely  restricted  by  norms.     
  
To  end  my  discussion  on  (homo)sexuality  in  hitchhiking  travel,  then,  I  hope  to  briefly  
comment  on  the  agency  of  the  abjected  homosexual  subject.   I  must  confess  that   I  
have   struggled   to   formulate   (even   a   pointer   to)   the   resistance   of   Chinese   queer  
subjects  in  the  context  of  hitchhiking  travel.  To  disclose  one’s  queerness  (coming  out)  
is   culturally   problematic   in   a   Chinese   context   (Chou,   2000;   2001)   whereas   to   be  
implicitly   queer   (as   akin   to   ‘coming   home’)   at   once   contributes   to   relegate   the  
expression  of  queer  sexualities  (or  homosexuality  specifically  in  this  case)  to  secretive  
and  hidden  space  (Liu  &  Ding,  2005).  However,  whilst  I  agree  with  Liu  and  Ding  (2005)  
to  certain  extent  in  regard  to  their  critiques  of  what  they  termed  ‘reticent  politics’,  I  
do  see  some  hope  in  being  implicitly  queer,  which,  for  me,  may  provide  spaces  for  
negotiating  with  normativity,  which   is   vital   for  Chinese  queer   subjects  who  do  not  
have  the  option  to  resist  to  be  normal  to  start  with  due  to  the  cultural  and  political  
context  they  live  in  (Yau,  2010).  The  moment  of  negotiation  with  normativity  is  also  
the  moment  of  reflecting  upon  one’s  queerness  (Yau,  2010).  Such  reflection  seems  to  
be  a  place  where  epistemic  vulnerability  (Gilson,  2011)  can  be  cultivated.  Epistemic  
vulnerability,  in  turn,  may  cultivate  a  queer  politics  in  China  (although  there  is  doubt  
whether  queer  politics  will  become  prominent  in  China)  that  is  ethical.     
  
8.4  Concluding  Thoughts:  Queering  beyond  (Homo)Sexuality  
  
In   this   chapter   I   have   provided   an   autoethnographic   account   of   my   hitchhiking  
experiences  as  a  gay  man  and  a  detailed  analysis  of  an  encounter  with  a   (possibly)  
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homosexual   lift-­‐giver   reported   by   one   of  my   participants,   through  which   I   further  
reflect  upon  my  experiences  as  a  sexualised  subject.  This  chapter  as  a  whole  ‘queers’  
the   phenomenon   of   hitchhiking   travel   in   contemporary   China,   that   is,   to   call   into  
question  the  normative  heterosexuality  that   is  central   to  the  production  of  gender  
‘realities’  in  hitchhiking  travel  discussed  in  Chapter  7.  This  chapter,  then,  can  be  seen  
as   an   extension   of   the   analysis   of   gender   relations   in   hitchhiking   travel   through  
considering   the   ‘abjected’   homosexual   subjects.   An   important   task   of   queering,  
however,   is   to   question   the   dichotomy  of   heterosexual/homosexual   to   bring   forth  
other  queer  subjects  (e.g.  Sedgwick,  1993).  By  focusing  on  homosexuality,  this  chapter  
may  reinforce  the  heterosexual/homosexual  dichotomy.  Hitchhiking  travel  studied  in  
this  research  has  demonstrated  opportunities  for  queering  beyond  (homo)sexuality,  
which   regretfully   I   am   not   able   to   discuss   in   detail.   Yet   I  would   like   to   give   some  
pointers.   For   instance,   it   has   time   and   again   mentioned   by   my   participants   that  
hitchhiking  travel  is  a  mode  of  travel  for  the  youths.  Xu  (M,  28),  for  instance,  expressed  
that  if  he  was  the  lift-­‐giver  he  would  be  more  willing  to  pick  up  young  people.  It  is  true  
that  most  of  the  hitchhiking  travellers  I  met  on  the  road  are  relatively  young.  Yet  a  
hostel  owner  once  told  me  that  she  had  hosted  a  man  in  his  seventies  who  travelled  
by   hitchhiking   (fieldnotes,   25/06/2019).   This   can   serve   as   a   ‘queer’   case,  which,   if  
further  probed,  may  begin  to  provide  some  understanding  of  the  older  hitchhiking  
traveller  as  the  queer  and  abjected  subject.  In  fact,  age  (which  is  considered  as  also  
telling  something  about  one’s  financial  capability)  may  be  an  equally  valuable  aspect  
in  understanding  of  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China  as  gender  and  sexuality.  
I  hope  this  aspect  (and  other  aspects  such  as  ethnicity)  will  be  taken  up,  in  a  queer  
way,  in  the  future,  by  myself  or  by  other  researchers  that  are  interested  in  hitchhiking  
travel,  which  itself  can  be  viewed  as  a  queer  topic  in  tourism  scholarship.  
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Chapter  9  Conclusion  
9.1  Introduction  
  
In  this  chapter  I  provide  a  conclusion  of  the  thesis.  I  begin  with  an  appraisal  of  this  
research   in  achieving  the  research  aims,  particularly   in  the  three  empirical  analysis  
chapters.  Importantly  and  relatedly,  in  this  appraisal  I  also  consider  how  and  to  what  
extent   the   troubles   I   set   out   to  make   are  made.   Contributions   to   knowledge   and  
practical   implications  of   this   research  are  also  explicated.  Then  a   reflexive  note  of  
becoming   a   queer   researcher   is   provided,   in  which   I   ‘confess’   some   irrational/less  
rational  moments  during  the  process  of  this  research.  Through  this  reflexive  note,  I  
hope   to   raise   questions   about   the   ideal   of   rationality   often   pursued   by   (tourism)  
academics.  Taking  these  irrational/less  rational  moments  as  points  of  departure,  I  also  
attend  to  some  limitations  of  this  research  and  implications  for  future  research.  Finally,  
I  offer  some  final  remarks  regarding  how  embracing  queer  theory  in  this  research  has  
affected  the  way  I  see  the  world.  This  reveals  that  my  life  as  a  researcher  and  my  life  
as  a  homosexual   individual  are  fundamentally  entangled.   I  conclude  that  both  as  a  
researcher  and  as  an  individual  it  is  vital  to  stay  with  the  ‘trouble’.  
  
9.2  Appraising  the  Trouble-­‐making  
  
In   concluding   this   thesis   let  me   first   return   to   the   ‘troubles’   I   set   to  make   at   the  
beginning.  First,  I  attempt  to  disrupt  the  taken  for  granted  understanding  of  tourism  
and   tourists   through   bringing   to   the   fore   hitchhiking   travel   in   China   as   an   untidy  
tourism   phenomenon.   Second,   I   also   hope   to   call   into   question   the   prevalent  
inattention  to  gender   in  tourism  research,  especially  by  challenging  the  masculinist  
(and   androcentric)   traditions   in   tourism   scholarship   through   a   gender-­‐conscious  
investigation  of  hitchhiking  travel.  Third,  I  intend  to  provoke  debates  within  tourism  
gender  scholarship  through  challenging  some  widely  shared  views  of  constraints  and  
resistance  and  the  heterosexual  presumption   in   tourism  gender  research.  To  make  
such  ‘troubles’,  I  proposed  three  aims  for  this  research  in  order  to  provide  a  critical  
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account  of  how  hitchhiking  travel  in  China  is  articulated  and  experienced  in  gendered  
and  sexualised  ways:  (1)  to  provide  a  general  understanding  of  the  phenomenon  of  
hitchhiking  travel  in  China;  (2)  to  investigate  the  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking  travel  
in  China  through  a  scrutiny  of  the  dominant  gender  discourses  in  this  context;  and  (3)  
to  understand   the   interplay  of  power,   gender  and   sexuality   in  hitchhiking   travel   in  
China   mainly   through   reflecting   on   my   own   experiences   of   being   a   sexualised  
(homosexual)  and  gendered  (male)  hitchhiker.  Based  on  the  ethnographic  fieldwork  
conducted  on  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route  in  China  from  May  to  August  2017,  I  
presented  findings  and  discussions  concerning  these  aims  in  Chapter  6,  Chapter  7  and  
Chapter  8  respectively.  In  this  section,  I  consider  to  what  extent  these  aims  were  met  
through  this  empirical  research,  and  to  what  extent  the  troubles  were  made  through  
achieving  such  aims.     
  
In  responding  to  the  first  aim,  I  provided  in  Chapter  6  some  general  understandings  of  
the   phenomenon   of   hitchhiking   travel   in   China   in   four   aspects:   the   context   of  
hitchhiking;  the  hitchhiker  identity;  the  practice  of  hitchhiking;  and  the  hitchhiker-­‐lift-­‐
giver   relation.   Simultaneously   I   approached   this   phenomenon   from   a  
deconstructionist  point  of   view   influenced  by   Judith  Butler’s   theories   (1990;  1993;  
influenced   by   Derrida),   uncovering   how   the   scene   (i.e.   context),   the   identity,   the  
practice,  and  the  relation  in/of  hitchhiking  travel  are  constructed  as  such.  I  argued  that  
hitchhiking  cannot  be  understood  independently  of  the  scene  in  which  it  occurs,  in  
this  case,  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route,  especially  in  that  it  is  often  perceived  in  
relation  to  other  modes  of  travel  on  this  route.  Central  to  this  relativity  is  exclusion.  
From  a  Butlerian  (Kristevean)  perspective,  I  suggest  that  the  identity  of  the  hitchhiker  
is  to  an  extent  established  through  the  abjection  of  other  modes  of  travel  on  the  South  
Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route,  but  is  at  the  same  time  continuously  threatened  with  disruption  
by   this   ‘abjected   outside’   (Butler,   1993).   Significantly,   the   establishment   of   the  
(conventional)   identity   of   the   hitchhiker   is   also   achieved   through   the   exclusion   of  
those   practicing   ‘hitchhiking’   in   a   non-­‐normative   or   less   normative   sense,   such   as  
getting  lifts  by  paying  the  lift-­‐givers.  Indeed,  the  widely  shared  tactics  in  the  practice  
of   hitchhiking   function   similarly   to   norms,   subtly   delimiting   the   ‘appropriate’   or  
‘proper’   hitchhiking   travel   and   regulating   the   practices   among  Chinese   hitchhiking  
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travellers.  Highlighting  the  contradictions  within  these  norm-­‐like  tactics,  I,  inspired  by  
Butler’s  approach  to  gender  (1990;  1993),  proposed  to  understand  the  tactics  as  being  
established   performatively   and   the   relation   between   the   tactics   and   the   actual  
practices  of  hitchhiking  as  citational,  in  which  the  normality  and  authority  of  (some  of)  
the  tactics  are  seen  as  derived  from  their  very  repetition.  Finally,   I  argued  that  the  
power   relation   between   the   hitchhiker   and   the   lift-­‐giver   is   characterised   by   the  
principle  of  reciprocity.  In  the  meantime,  I  emphasised  that  it  cannot  be  reduced  to  
the  negotiation  of  reciprocity,  as  the  hitchhiker  –  lift-­‐giver  relation  is  entangled  with  
other   social   relations   between   the   hitchhiker   and   the   lift-­‐giver   (e.g.   the   relation  
between  a  car-­‐owner/driver  and  a  passenger;  the  relation  between  the  younger  and  
the   elder;   and   importantly   gender   relation).   From   a   Foucauldian   perspective   (a  
perspective  somewhat  adapted  by  Butler),  I  brought  these  four  aspects  of  hitchhiking  
together  by  concluding  that  their  ‘truths’  are  produced  by  discursive  power,  especially  
in  the  forms  of  storytelling  and  recounting  hitchhiking  experiences.     
  
Chapter  6  has  presented  little  about,  for  instance,  the  characteristics  (e.g.  behaviour,  
motivation)  of  this  so-­‐called  emerging  form  of  (backpacker)  travel  (like  Deng,  2017;  Fu,  
2014),   let   alone   attempting   to   categorise   hitchhiking   travellers   based   on   these  
characteristics  (like  Carlson,  1972;  Miller,  1973).  Although  I  to  a  degree  identified  and  
presented  some  ‘patterns’  of   this  phenomenon,  such   ‘patterns’  were  subsequently  
disputed  by  myself.  Indeed,  I  conceived  this  chapter,  influenced  by  queer  thinking,  as  
disrupting  as  much  as  establishing  understandings  of  hitchhiking  travel,  both  those  
acquired   through   literature   (Chapter   2)   and   those   developed   in   the   analysis   of  
collected  data.  What  I  attempted  to  foreground  was  the  ambiguity  (or  ‘untidiness’  if  
you   will)   of,   and   hence   the   complexity   of   the   operation   of   (discursive)   power   in  
producing,  the  ‘truth’  of  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China.  In  this  sense,  I’d  
like  to  argue  that  this  chapter  to  a  large  extent  achieved  its  aim  in  that  it  offered  a  
critical  understanding  of  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China  as  a  phenomenon  
that  cannot  be  easily  pinpointed.  This  ‘troubles’  the  taken-­‐for-­‐granted  assumptions  
about  and  understandings  of  hitchhiking  travel.  If  hitchhiking  travellers  are  the  untidy  
guests  (Veijola  et  al.,  2014)  in  tourism  known  by  us  today,  there  are  also  untidy  guests  
within  this  group  of  untidy  guests,  which  are  those  engage  in  hitchhiking  travel  in  ways  
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that  do  not  comply  with  the  dominate  form  of  hitchhiking  travel.  In  a  way,  to  establish  
a  phenomenon  such  as  hitchhiking  travel  as  a  research  subject  is  to  simultaneously  
enact  an  exclusion  that  produce  an  abjected  outside  (Butler,  1993).  Although  abjection  
is   indispensable   for   the   research   of   the   phenomenon   to   be   possible   just   as   it   is  
necessary  for  the  subject  and  subjectivity  to  be   imaginable  (Kristeva,  1982),   it  also  
signifies  that  a  complete  understanding  of  the  researched  phenomenon  is  impossible,  
at  least  not  through  a  single  research  project.  Through  this  self-­‐questioning  style  of  
approaching  hitchhiking  travel  as  a  research  subject,  then,  Chapter  6  not  only  exposes  
the  ‘messiness’  of  the  phenomenon  of  tourism  in  general  and  that  of  hitchhiking  travel  
in  contemporary  China  in  specific,  but  also  problematises  the  pursuit  of  an  objective  
and  definite  ‘truth’  characterising  the  masculinist  traditions  of  knowledge  production  
in  tourism  scholarship  (Pritchard  et  al.,  2007).     
  
Chapter  7  attempted  to  tackle  the  second  aim  of  investigating  the  gender  relations  in  
hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China.  Following  the  formulation  of  the  discursive  
power  developed  in  Chapter  6,  I  attended  to  the  discursive  regimes  that  contributed  
to  the  production  of  gender  realities  as  part  of  the  ‘truth’  of  hitchhiking  travel.  After  
highlighting  the  presence  of  the  well-­‐documented  notion  that   it   is  easier  but  more  
dangerous  for  the  female  to  hitchhike  (Carlson,  1972;  Deng,  2017;  Fu,  2014;  Greenley  
&  Rice,  1974;  Mahood,  2014;  Miller,  1973;  Packer,  2008;  Rinvolucri,  1974)  also  in  my  
research,  I  argued  from  a  Foucauldian  perspective  (Parker,  1992;  Willig,  2008)  that  the  
gendered   hitchhiking   subjects   come   into   being   through   ‘taking   up’   either   the  
vulnerable   or   the   invulnerable   positions   offered   by   the   predominant   discourses   in  
hitchhiking  regarding  gender,  ease  and  risk.  This  pair  of  gendered  subject  positions  of  
the  vulnerable  female  subject  and  the  invulnerable  male  subject  is  intersected  with  
another   pair   –   the   powerful   lift-­‐giving   subject   and   the   less   powerful   hitchhiking  
subject,  which   is  characterised  by  the  principle  of  reciprocity.   I  offered  an   in-­‐depth  
analysis  of  the  equally  widespread  yet  more  controversial  image  of  the  desiring  female  
hitchhiking   traveller,   which   reveals   the   principle   of   reciprocity   in   hitchhiking,   as   a  
discursive  regime,  is  from  the  outset  gendered.  The  (co-­‐)operation  of  the  normative  
heterosexuality  and  the  principle  of  reciprocity  in  hitchhiking  travel  produces  multiple  
‘truths’  of  gender,  or  particularly  female  sexuality,  in  the  context  of  hitchhiking  travel  
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in   China.   The   hitchhiking   body   was   considered   through   the   notion   of   gender  
attribution  in  terms  of  how  the  gender  of  the  hitchhiker  is  perceived  as  (un)knowable  
(by  the  lift-­‐giver).  I  argued  that  various  bodily  features  visible  to  the  lift-­‐giver,  whilst  
often  being  considered  as  ‘cues’  of  especially  the  hitchhiker’s  gender,  are  in  fact  not  
essential   gender   markers   but   rather   produced   as   such.   In   particular,   under   the  
predominant  notion  that  there  are  only  two  genders  –  female  and  male,  hitchhiking  
travellers  forcibly  materialise  as  either  a  male  body  or  a  female  body.  Lastly  but  not  
least,  by  turning  to  Butler’s  (2016)  rethinking  of  vulnerability  and  resistance  in  which  
resistance  can  be  mobilised  through  vulnerability,  I  proposed  that  female  lift-­‐givers  
picking  up  (male)  hitchhikers  may  serve  as  a  pointer  for  thinking  about  resistance  to  
the  gender  and  sexual  norms  in  hitchhiking  travel.  
  
Chapter  7  offered  an  extensive  and  critical  analysis  of  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking  
travel   in   contemporary   China   through   an   engagement   with   particularly   Butler’s  
understanding  of  gender  and  subjectivity  (1990;  1993;  1997a;  1997b;  2004a;  2015a;  
2015b).  Such  an  analysis  naturally  contributes  to  combat  the   inattention  to  gender  
prevails  in  tourism  research  (Cohen  &  Cohen,  2019;  Figueroa-­‐Domecq  et  al.,  2015).  In  
my   analysis,   I,   from   a   Butlerian   perspective   (1990;   1993;   1997b;   2004a;   2015a),  
understood   the   vulnerability   of   the   female   hitchhiking   traveller   (and   the  
invulnerability   of   the   male   one)   as   an   effect   of   the   process   of   (gender)   subject  
formation.   Indeed,  deploying  Butler’s   (2009)  understanding  of   ‘vulnerability’  as  the  
capacity  of  being  affected  and  affecting  shared  by  all  human  beings,  it  can  be  argued  
that  the  ‘vulnerability’  of  being  interpellated  and  acted  upon  is  the  condition  for  the  
male  and  the  female  being  constituted  as  (in)vulnerable  subjects.  This  is  distinct  to  the  
understanding  of  the  vulnerability  of  the  female   implicated   in  research  of  the  solo  
female  travellers  (Jordan  &  Aitchison,  2008;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005,  Wilson  &  Little,  
2005;  2008;  Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &  Arcodia,  2018).  Its  value  lies  in  the  implications  
for  resistance.  The  (fundamental)  vulnerability  of  being  interpellated  or  acted  upon  to  
become  a  (in)vulnerable  gendered  subject  is  the  condition  of  resisting  the  very  gender  
norms   that   contribute   to   the   constitution   of   the   subject   as   such.   This   brings   an  
alternative  view   to   the   relation  between  vulnerability   (or  as  often  used   in   tourism  
gender   research,   constraint)   and   resistance   that   remains   largely   ambiguous   in,   for  
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instance,  the  research  of  solo  female  travellers.  In  particular,  following  Butler  (2015a;  
2016),  I  proposed  that  the  deliberate  exposure  of  the  ‘vulnerable’  bodies  of  the  female  
lift-­‐givers  (in  picking  up  particularly  the  seemingly  dangerous  male  hitchhikers)  may  
serve  as  a  pointer   to   thinking  about  mobilising  vulnerability   to  practice   resistance.  
Although  such  a  notion  in  fact  is  implicated  in  the  studies  of  solo  female  travellers  (as  
women   participated   in   solo   travel   deliberate   expose   their   vulnerability),   in   these  
studies  resistance  was  not  spelt  out  as  such.  Rather,  it  is  often  the  sense  of  confidence,  
freedom,  self-­‐development  and  empowerment  acquired  through  participating  in  solo  
travel  and  overcoming  the  constraints  that  are  emphasised  (Harris  &  Wilson,  2007;  
Jordan   &   Gibson,   2005;   Yang,   Khoo-­‐Lattimore   &   Arcodia,   2018).   This   sense   of  
empowerment   is   invariably   posed   against   the   sense   of   vulnerability   in   such  
formulations,  whereas  for  me  the  latter  is  indispensable  for  the  mobilisation  of  the  
former.  This  alternative  view  may  ‘trouble’  the  relatively  consistent  and  unquestioned  
understanding  of  women’s  constraints  and  empowerment  in  tourism.  Empowerment,  
then,  is  not  understood  as  obtained  through  overcoming  constraints  in  any  ostensibly  
ways  as  such  an  approach  may  fall  into  what  Heyes  (2007)  identified  as  diminishing  
suffering  by  conforming  to  the  norms  (this  is  more  obvious  in  women’s  pursuit  of  the  
ideal  body  or  femininity  in  order  to  confidently  and  pleasantly  appear  in  certain  tourist  
spaces,  Jordan,  2007;  Small,  2016).  Rather,  to  resist  the  norms  is  to,  as  we  can  learn  
from  Butler  (2015a)  and  Gilson  (2011;  2014),  recognise  the  constraints,  or  indeed  the  
vulnerability,  of  not  only  oneself  but  others;   to  be  responsive  to  such  vulnerability  
instead   of   approximating   the   invulnerable   ideal;   to   find   ways   to   live   with   such  
vulnerability  together,  as  opposed  to  being  occupied  by  the  perceptions  of  others  as  
exploitative  and  dangerous.  I  am,  of  course,  not  arguing  that  such  an  understanding  is  
more  appropriate.  The  purpose  for  me  is  to  provoke  the  kind  of  conflicts  that  opens  
up  possibilities  of  understanding  (women’s)  agency  within  tourism  gender  scholarship.     
  
In  Chapter  8,  the  third  research  aim  was  to  be  addressed  through  further  investigating  
in   the   normative   heterosexuality   discussed   in   Chapter   7   by   foregrounding  
homosexuality   in   hitchhiking   travel   as   its   abjected   outside.   I   provided   an  
autoethnographic   account   of   being   a   homosexual   male   hitchhiking  
traveller/researcher,   focusing   on   the   experiences   of   negotiating   between   non-­‐
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disclosure  and  non-­‐deception  in  the  conversations  about  (heterosexual)  marriage  and  
romantic  relationships  (usually  initiated  by  the  lift-­‐giver).  Hitchhiking  travel  (or  indeed  
the  Chinese  society  in  general)  is  heteronormative  and  to  appear  in  this  context  as  
non-­‐heterosexual   (e.g.   not   engaging,   or   not   considering   engaging,   in   heterosexual  
marriage   and   romantic   relationships)   can   be   risking   my   ‘recognisability’   (Butler,  
2004a).  Yet  the  odd  situation  of  being   in  the   lift-­‐giver’s  car  and  the  power   relation  
between   me   as   the   hitchhiker   and   the   lift-­‐giver   render   the   participation   in   such  
conversations  almost   inevitable.  Thus,   I  was   to  an  extent   compelled   to   ‘reveal’  my  
(whether  ‘true’  or  not)  sexuality.  I  also  discussed  in  detail  an  encounter  with  a  possible  
homosexual   male   lift-­‐giver   reported   by   one   of   the   participants,   attending   to  
particularly  the  ‘implicitness’  in  the  lift-­‐giver’s  expression  of  his  homosexual  desire.  
This  ‘implicitness’  not  only  indicates  that  the  power  relation  between  the  hitchhiker  
and   the   lift-­‐giver   is   sexualised   from   the   onset   especially   in   that   the   ‘prerogative’  
position  of  the  (male)  lift-­‐giver  seems  to  be  to  a  certain  degree  invalidated  when  he  
appears  homosexual,  but  also  call  into  question  of  the  knowability  of  the  sexuality  of  
the  lift-­‐giver  (and  indeed  also  the  hitchhiker).  Based  on  my  analysis  of  this  incident,  I  
also   reflected   upon   my   own   hitchhiking   experiences   as   a   sexualised   subject   by  
opposing  my  closeted  experiences  and  the  (only)  coming-­‐out  experience  during  my  
hitchhiking  travel.  This  questions  a  stable  sense  of  identity,  as  it  reveals  that  identities  
(at  least  as  it  appears)  can  be  enacted  differently  across  various  interactions  (Watson,  
2005;  Holman  Jones  &  Adams,  2010),  although  such  enactment  are  conditioned  by  
gender  and  sexual  norms.           
  
The  analysis  of  (homo)sexuality  in  Chapter  8,  while  being  an  investigation  in  sexuality  
in  hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China  on  its  own,  powerfully  speaks  back  to  the  
discussion   of   gender,   making   explicit   the   indispensability   of   the   abjection   of  
homosexuality  in  establishing,  and  maintaining  the  stability  of,  the  gendered  subjects  
within   the   heteronormative   context   of   hitchhiking   travel.   Thus,   Chapter   8   brings  
together   gender   and   sexuality   in   offering   a   critical   account   of   the   gendered   and  
sexualised  nature  of  hitchhiking  travel,  which  is  intended  to  incite  reconsiderations  in  
the  ways  of  understanding  gender  (and  sexuality)  among  tourism  gender  researchers.  
To   bring   in   an   analysis   of   sexuality   in   understanding   gender   is   to   my   knowledge  
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uncommon   in   tourism   gender   research,   regardless   that   the   heteronormativity   is  
widely  noted  in  such  research.  In  addition,  autoethnography  is  particularly  valued  as  
a   queer   research   methodology   that   “works   against   canonical   methodological  
traditions   and   ‘disciplining,   normalizing,   social   forces’”   (Seidman,   1993,   in   Holman  
Jones   &   Adams,   2010,   p.197).   In   particular,   it   challenges   the   dualism   of   the  
researched/the  researcher,  offering  an  alternative  way  for  interaction,  and  disruption,  
between  the  autoethnographer  self  and  the  others.  In  this  sense,  it  serves  to  trouble,  
again,   the   masculinist   traditions   of   knowledge   production   in   tourism   scholarship  
characterised  by  detachment  and  disembodiment  (Pritchard  et  al.,  2007).  In  addition,  
the  method  of  anaylsis   that   I  employed   (in  all   three   finding  chapters),  writing  as  a  
method  for  inquiry  (Richardson,  1994;  Richardson  &  St.  Pierre,  2008),  also  emphasises  
the   ‘situatedness’   of   the   researcher,   hence   answering   to   the   call   for   reflexivity   in  
tourism   research   (Ateljevic   et   al.,   2005)   as   a   critique   to   the  masculinist   traditions.  
Interpreting  the  phenomena  (or  in  this  case  the  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking  travel)  as  
such   takes  advantage  of   the  destined   failure  of   language,  or   text,   in   capturing   the  
‘truths’,  including  the  ‘truth’  of  the  selves,  to  open  up  possibilities  of  seeing  the  world  
and  being  in  the  world  differently.        
  
Through  considering  in  this  section  the  ‘achievement’  of  meeting  the  research  aims  
and  making  the  troubles,  I  can  certainly  also  see  its  various  limitations  (some  of  which  
are  discussed  in  the  next  section).  The  notion  of  the  ‘abjected  outside’  haunts  me.  In  
my  writing  and   re-­‐writing  of   this   thesis   I   cannot  help   feeling  something   is  missing.  
Throughout  the  research  process,  there  has  been  numerous  of  decisions  being  made  
concerning  what  to  include  and  what  to  exclude;  what  to  reveal  and  what  to  conceal;  
what  to  emphasise  and  what  to  trivialise.  Such  a  process,  however,  is  also  a  process  
of  making  sense  of  the  research  and  myself  as  the  researcher,  and  in  this  sense  the  
research  meets   the   aims   of   the   thesis   by   providing   a   critical   account   of   gender   in  
hitchhiking  travel  in  contemporary  China.     
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Contributions  to  Knowledge  
  
This   study   makes   several   valuable   contributions   to   knowledge.   To   begin   with,   it  
contributes  to  the  understanding  of  hitchhiking  as  an  alternative  way  of  travel  in  the  
context  of  contemporary  tourism  (Fu,  2014;  Deng,  2017;  O’Regan,  2013;  2014).  It  is  
the  first  empirical  study  investigating  the  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking  travel  in  China.  
Given  that  the  existing  hitchhiking  literature  is  largely  concerned  about  hitchhiking  in  
the   1960s   and   1970s   Western   societies,   this   research   addresses   an   overlooked  
literature  gap,  especially  by  demonstrating  hitchhiking  as  a  historical-­‐  and  cultural-­‐
specific   phenomenon.   In   addition,   considering   that   the   practice   of   hitchhiking   is  
associated  with  (early)  Western  backpacker  travel  (Cohen,  1972;  1973;  Mahood,  2014;  
Vogt,  1974)  which  has  significantly  influenced  backpacker  culture  in  China  (Lim,  2009;  
Zhu,   2009),   this   research   can   also   have   implications   for   understanding   Chinese  
backpacker  travel,  especially  as  hitchhiking  is  recently  identified  as  a  favourable  way  
of  moving  around  among  (domestic)  Chinese  backpackers  (Zhang  et  al.,  2017).  In  this  
sense,   it   contributes   to   the   burgeoning   and   diversifying   scholarship   of   Chinese  
backpacker  travel.  
  
With  a  firm  focus  in  gender,  this  research  also  makes  contribution  to  understanding  
hitchhiking  as  a  gendered  practice.  Whilst  the  notion  of  ‘gender’  has  been  a  recurring  
point   in   studies   of   hitchhiking   (Mahood,   2014;   2016;   Miller,   1973;   Packer,   2008;  
Rinvolucri,  1974)  and  has  to  an  extent  been  specifically  attended  to  in  those  focusing  
on  female  hitchhikers  (Carlson,  1972;  Greenley  &  Rice,  1974),  many  of  these  studies,  
as  mentioned  above,  are  dated  and  Eurocentric.  This  thesis,  then,  provides  a  valuable  
discussion  of  gender  in  hitchhiking  in  a  contemporary  and  non-­‐Western  (or  specifically  
Chinese)   context   –   just   like   the   phenomenon  of   hitchhiking,   the   understanding   of  
gender   is   also   historical-­‐   and   cultural-­‐specific.   Importantly,   it   provides   a   novel  
discussion  of  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking  through  engagement  with  (poststructural)  
feminist  and  queer  theories  that  were  not  available  in  the  1970s  when  many  of  the  
studies  of  hitchhiking  were  conducted.  
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Insofar  as  hitchhiking  travel  is  situated  in  a  tourism  context  in  this  thesis,  this  thesis,  
with   gender   as   its   focal   point,   can   also   be   seen   as   a   response   to   the   call   for   the  
expansion  of   tourism  gender   scholarship   (Figueroa-­‐Domecq  et  al.,   2015;  Pritchard,  
2018),  especially  in  a  Chinese  context  where  tourism  gender  studies  are  yet  to  again  
recognition  (Tang  &  Zhu,  2007;  Xu  &  Gu,  2018).  In  particular,  I  have  identified  some  
aspects   of   female’s   hitchhiking   that   to   various   degrees   correspond   to   solo   female  
travel  (Harris  &  Wilson,  2007;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005;  Seow  &  Brown,  2018;  Xu  &  Liu,  
2018;  Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &  Arcodia,  2018),  women’s  exploration  of  sexuality  on  
holidays   (Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Poria,  2013;  2015;   Berdychevsky,  Poria  &  Uriely,  
2013)   and   girlfriends   getaways   (Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Bell,   2012;   2016;  Gibson,  
Berdychesky  &  Bell,  2014;  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &  Prayag,  2018;  Khoo-­‐Lattimore,  Prayag  &  
Disegna,  2018;  Song,  2017).  Nevertheless,  the  approach  to  understanding  gender  in  
this   thesis   is   influenced  by   Judith   Butler’s   theory  of  gender  performativity   (and   its  
revision  in  her  subsequent  works,  especially  through  the  conception  of  vulnerability).  
Therefore,   a   critical   point   of   departure   that   differentiates   this   research   from   the  
abovementioned  studies  about  women’s  tourism  is  the  Butlerian  understanding  of  the  
articulating,  practicing  and  experiencing  of  hitchhiking  travel  as  part  of  the  ongoing  
process  of  gender  formation  (Butler,  1990;  1993).  This  is  one  of  the  most  significant  
contributions  to  academic  knowledge  from  this  thesis.  The  recent  investigation  of  the  
gendered   tourists   (especially   the   female   tourists)   seems   to   largely   depart   from   a  
female  subject  to  explore  the  constrains  or/and  resistance  experienced  and  recounted  
by  the  subject,  which,  if  inadvertently,  reinvigorates  the  structure/agency  dichotomy.  
In   these  cases,  agency   is  easily   (mis)understood   as  achieving  or  approximating   the  
ideal   neoliberal   subject   that   is   autonomous,   coherent   and   unified,   as   the   subject  
herself  does  not  undergo  a  critical  examination.  Such  an  understanding  of  agency  can  
be  problematic  as   suggested   in   the  critiques  of  postfeminist  discourses   (Gill,   2007;  
McRobbie,  2009).  This  thesis,  investigating  the  gender  subject  at  the  level  of  subject  
constitution,   can   invoke   a   long-­‐overdue   conversation   about   gender   and   agency   in  
tourism  scholarship.     
  
Relatedly,   underpinned   theoretically   by   Butler’s   understandings   of   gender   and  
sexuality,   this   research   also   responds   to   the   call   for   greater   engagement   with  
 269 
prominent   feminist   theories   in   tourism   gender   research   (Cohen   &   Cohen,   2019;  
Figueroa-­‐Domecq  et  al.,   2015).  Crucially,   it   should  be  noted   that   this   is  not   only  a  
reading  of  gender  relations  in  a  Chinese  context  through  Butler’s  (Western-­‐originated)  
theories,   but   also   simultaneously   a   reinterpretation   of   her   theories   through   that  
reading.   Indeed,  the  cultural   interaction  between  the  West  and  China  has  been  an  
important  point  of  negotiation  in  this  thesis.  In  this  sense,  it  also  sheds  light  on  the  
interplay  of  globalisation  (or  Westernisation),  traditional  Chinese  culture  and  China’s  
unique  social  and  political  contexts  in  shaping  not  only  gender  and  sexual  relations  
but  also  hitchhiking  travel  (or  even  tourism  in  general)  in  contemporary  China.  
  
Last  but  not  least,  this  research  provides  a  queer  intervention  in  understanding  gender  
in   tourism   scholarship   that   is  much   needed.   As   I   have   suggested   time   and   again,  
gender   and   sexuality   to   a   large   extent   remain   analytically   separated   in   tourism  
research.  Their  dynamic  relation,  whilst  acknowledged,   is  seldom  investigated.  This  
thesis  (especially  Chapter  7  and  Chapter  8  read  as  a  whole),  informed  by  Butler  (1993),  
demonstrates   that   the   constitution   of   the   gendered   hitchhiking   subjects   is  
indissociable  from  the  repudiation  or  abjection  of  homosexuality  in  the  discourses  of  
hitchhiking.  Whilst  this,  of  course,  cannot  be  seen  as  the  sole  or  the  most  significant  
aspects  of  the  linkage  between  gender  and  sexuality  (as  Butler  herself  would  insist,  
Butler,  1993),  it  does  serve  as  a  starting  point  to  consider  their  non-­‐causal  and  non-­‐
reductive  relation  (Butler,  1993;  1994;  Sedgwick,  1990).  
  
Yet,  ‘queering’  in  this  research  goes  beyond  bring  (homo)sexuality  into  the  picture.  
This   thesis   also   provides   insights   for   thinking   about   the   research   context   and   the  
research  method  through  queer  theory.  In  regard  to  the  research  context,  by  positing  
the   hitchhiking   traveller   as   the   ‘untidy   guest’   (Veijola   et   al.,   2014),   this   thesis  
encourages   a   rethinking   of   the  ways   in  which   tourism   is   defined   and   delimited.   It  
exposes   that   the   establishment   of   the   ‘legible’   subjects   of   tourism   and   tourism  
research  inevitably  produce  an  ‘abjected  outside’  –  this  is  made  particular  obvious  in  
Chapter  6  where  I  attempted  to  establish  hitchhiking  travel  as  a  ‘legible’  subject  of  
tourism  research  by  providing  some   initial  understandings  of  the  phenomenon  but  
simultaneously  demonstrated  that  the  understanding  of  hitchhiking  travel  can  never  
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be  taken  for  granted.  Such  queer   rethinking   is  of  great  value  for  studies  of  various  
tourism  phenomena  (and  the  activities,  identities  and  relations  associated  with  these  
phenomena),  as  the  purpose  of  investigating  these  phenomena  is  no  longer  seen  as  
discovering  their  ‘truths’  but  as  a  process  of  perpetual  interrogating  –  a  process  that  
holds  great  promises  for  a  critical  understanding  of  these  phenomena.     
  
In  terms  of  research  method,  the  use  of  ‘writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry’  as  a  way  to  
‘cross’   thematic   analysis,   Foucauldian   discourse   analysis   and   self-­‐narratives  
contributes  to  the  discussion  of  queer  methods  and  methodologies   (e.g.  Browne  &  
Nash,  2010),  within  and  beyond  tourism  research.  Certainly,  it  may  be  argued  that  the  
label  of  ‘writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry’  makes  no  sense  as  researchers  who  present  
their  research  in  textual  forms  are  likely  to  engage  in  the  effortful  process  of  writing  
and  re-­‐writing  anyway.  Some  may  even  accuse  that  such  a  label  is  simply  an  excuse  
for   ‘not   doing   the   hard   work’   –   the   onerous   analytic   procedures   required   in,   for  
instance,  thematic  analysis  and  Foucauldian  discourse  analysis  that  are  said  to  ensure  
the   ‘rigorousness’   of   the   analysis.   However,   the   point   of   my   use   of   ‘writing   as   a  
method  of  inquiry’  is  precisely  to  rethink  the  ‘rigorousness’  in  conventional  analytic  
methods.  Can  one  thematise  without  coding?   Is  Foucauldian  discourse  analysis  still  
Foucauldian  discourse  analysis  if  it  does  not  follow  certain  established  guidelines  step-­‐
by-­‐step   (e.g.   Packer,   1992;   Willig,   2008)   –   even   though   it   is   based   on   a   good  
understanding   of   Foucault’s   theories?   Can   self-­‐narratives   still   be   considered   as   a  
method  of  analysis  if  the  text  is  not  presented  in  certain  ways?  Can  various  methods  
of  analysis  be  integrated  in  a  single  study?  If  so,  how?  Is  it  possible  for  conventional  
methods  of  analysis  to  be  rethought  and  reappropriated  so  that  the  normative  views  
of   these   methods   (including   how   they   should   be   carried   out)   can   be   called   into  
question?  I  do  not  claim  that  my  deployment  of  ‘writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry’  can  
provide  satisfactory  answers  for  all  these  questions.  It,  however,  does  demonstrate  
how  queer  thinking  may  encourage  researchers  to  break  boundaries,  to  be  creative,  
and  to  challenge  conventional  ways  of  doing  research  (or  analysis  in  specific).  
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Implications  for  Practice  
  
Whilst  this  research  is  set  out  largely  to  advance  theoretical  understanding  in  tourism  
(gender)  scholarship,  it  also  has  implications  for  practice.  Firstly,  insofar  as  the  notion  
of  the  hitchhiking  traveller  as  the  ‘untidy  guest’  (Veijola  et  al.,  2014)  encourages  us  to  
reconsider   the   ways   in   which   tourism   is   defined   and   delimited,   it   has   important  
implications   for   the   industry   and   policy-­‐makers,   as   a   reconsideration   of   our  
understanding  of  ‘tourism’  requires  us  also  to  rethink  how  it  should  be  developed  and  
managed.  Here  I  am  not  arguing  for  the  straightforward  inclusion  of  the  ‘untidy  guests’  
such   as   the   hitchhiking   travellers   in   the   domain   of   tourism   development   and  
management   as   Fu   (2014)   and   Deng   (2017)   seem   to   have   done   in   their   short  
commentary  articles  of  hitchhiking  travel  in  China  –  this,  as  I  have  shown  in  Chapter  6,  
involves  the  task  of  defining  and  delimiting  ‘hitchhiking  travel’  that  inevitably  generate  
another   ‘abjected   outside’.   Indeed,   one  must   not   think   the   ‘untidy   guests’   as   the  
‘illegitimate   tourists’   that   urgently   need   to   be   monitored,   regulated   or   put   under  
control.  Rather  than  being  the  opposite  of  the   ‘tidy  guests’   (or   legitimate  tourists),  
‘untidy  guests’  for  me  denote  those  excluded  from  the  very  notion  of  ‘tourists’  but  
nevertheless   haunts   that   notion   as   the   limit   of   its   intelligibility   (a   Butlerian  
understanding  of  the  ‘untidy  guest’).  Thus,  the  concept  of  the  ‘untidy  guest’  should  
provoke  a  rethinking  of  the  very  notion  of  ‘managing’:  What  does  it  mean  to  manage  
tourism  once  ‘tourism’  is  understood  as  always  ‘unmanageable’  to  certain  extents  due  
to  the  haunting  of   its   ‘abjected  outside’?  Through  such  reflections  of  the  notion  of  
‘tourism’   (and   ‘tourists’),  new   forms  of  governance  become   thinkable  and  perhaps  
desirable.     
  
Secondly,   since   this   thesis   provides   an   extensive   account   of   gender   relations   in  
hitchhiking   travel   as   a   tourism   practice,   it   also   has   implications   for   understanding  
gendered  travel  experiences.  Research  (e.g.  Westwood,  Prichard  &  Morgan,  2000)  has  
raised  the  issues  of  gender-­‐blind  marketing  in  tourism.  This  failure  to  understand  that  
travel  experiences  are  often  gendered  and  that  this  should  be  reflected  in  marketing  
(and  also  managing)  needs  to  be  addressed.  Yet,  again,  I  am  not  arguing  simply  for  
gender-­‐specific   ways   of   marketing   and   managing   in   tourism.   Consider   that   the  
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marketing   of   the   products   of   girlfriend   getaways   often   assumes   stereotypical  
preferences   from   potential   consumers   (Khoo-­‐Lattimore   &   Prayag,   2018;   Khoo-­‐
Lattimore,   Prayag   &   Disegna,   2018),   hence   reinforcing   the   heteronormative  
understanding   of   femininity.   The   sophisticated   understanding   of   the   gendered  
experiences  in  hitchhiking  travel  (or  in  tourism  in  general)  in  this  thesis  should  urge  us  
to  be  mindful  of   the   possible  perpetuation  of  gender   stereotypes   through  gender-­‐
specific  ways  of  representations  of  tourism  products  and  destinations.  In  particular,  
form  the  perspective  of  discourse  extensively  adapted  in  this  research,  the  ways  in  
which   tourism   is   experienced   cannot   be   dissociated   from   the   ways   in   which   it   is  
articulated.   In   this   case,   tourism   marketing,   in   particular,   shoulders   significant  
responsibilities  for  challenging  and  transforming  (or  at  least  not  promoting)  dominant  
gender  and  sexual  norms  that  subordinates  women  and  other  sexual  minorities  –  and  
this  no  doubt  often  requires  marketers  think  beyond  profitability.     
  
9.3  Coming  out  as  a  Queer  Researcher  
  
In  thinking  of  the  ‘abjected  outside’,  it  seems  to  me  that,  (tourism)  academic  research  
is  almost  always  presented  (or  at  least  striving  to  be  presented)  in  tidy,  coherent  and  
lucid  styles,  justifying  and  rationalising  each  choice  that  was  made  (sometimes  even  
in  the  self-­‐reflection),  whilst  excluding  or  trivialising  the  irrational  moments,  perhaps  
due   to   the   fear   of   appearing   as   opportunistic,   emotional,   or   even   idiotic   –  
characteristics   that   are   not   related   to   an   academic   in   any   conventional   senses.  
Influenced   by   feminist   and   queer   thinking,   however,   I   believe   these  moments   are  
worth  reflecting  on,  not  so  much  for  the  purpose  of  justification  and  rationalisation,  
but  to  expose  the  messiness,  ruptures  and  ambiguities  of  doing  research  by  bringing  
into  attention  these  often  un(re)presented  moments.  Thus,  in  this  section  I  ‘come  out’  
as  a  queer  researcher  with  my  own  irrational  (or  less  rational)  moments  during  the  
course  of  doing  this  research.  In  addition,  these  moments,  I  contend,  can  also  serve  
as   points   of   departure   from   which   some   of   the   epistemological,   theoretical   and  
methodological  limitations  of  this  research  can  be  considered,  as  these  moments  are  
about   choosing/approaching   a   research   subject,   contemplating   theories,   and  
negotiating  research  methods.  At  one  level,  coming  out  as  a  queer  researcher  through  
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demonstrating   these   irrational  moments  of  decision-­‐making   is   to  acknowledge   the  
inevitable  partiality  of  this  research  as  a  result  of  the  situational  limitations  of  knowing  
(Harding,  1987;  Richardson,  1994).  At  another  level,  however,  it  is  by  virtue  of  these  
situational   limitations   that   it   is   critical   for   me   as   the   researcher   to   consider   the  
limitations  associated  with  these  decisions  per  se  (rather  than  the  process  of  decision-­‐
making).  
  
The  Moments  
  
I  enrolled   in  the  PhD  programme  in   late  September  2015  with  a   research  proposal  
about   sustainable   mobilities   and   Chinese   independent   travellers.   Although   I   had  
written  the  proposal,  at  that  time  I  was  unclear  about  what  exactly  I  wanted  to  find  
out  about  that  proposed  topic,  or  even  whether  I  was  indeed  that  interested  in  it.  Due  
to   these   uncertainties   the   proposal   was   soon   put   aside   and   I   was   advised   by  my  
supervisors  to  think  about  whatever  I  was  really  keen  on  studying,  which  turned  out  
to  be  an  enigmatic  question  for  me.  As  a  student  trained  in  an  educational  system  (in  
China)  where  being  encouraged  to  do  what  I  want  to  do  had  been  rare,  the  exposure  
to   such   freedom   was   strangely   overwhelming.   I   then   spent   three   painful   months  
reading  various  articles  and  books  without  a  concrete   idea  about  what   I  should  be  
looking  for,  until  January  2016  when  I  decided  on  hitchhiking  travel  in  China  as  my  
research  subject.  The  phenomenon  of  hitchhiking  travel  came  to  my  attention  in  the  
research  about  Chinese  backpackers  for  my  Master  dissertation,  and  one  of  my  PhD  
supervisor  Scott,  who  was  my  supervisor  at  that  time,  once  commented  that  it  would  
make  an   interesting  research.   In  retrospective,   the  decision  of  studying  hitchhiking  
travel   in   China   was   made   based   more   on   emotion   than   ration,   although   further  
reading,  especially  the  book  Disrupting  Tourism  and  its  Untidy  Guests  (Veijola  et  al.,  
2014),  did  allow  me  to  rationalise  my  choice  at  a  later  stage.  I  was  no  less  lost  after  
the  three  months  of  ‘aimless’  reading,  and  as  time  quickly  went  by  a  sense  of  being  in  
trouble  started  to  develop:  I  haven’t  had  a  proper  research  topic  three  months  after  I  
started  my  PhD!  It  was  the  pressure  that  I  started  to  feel  that  urged  me  to  make  the  
decision.   It  was,   of   course,   a   decision  made   after   deliberations.   The   deliberations,  
however,   instead   of   as   articulated   in   the   research   rationale   (see   Chapter   1),   was  
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something  like  this:  I  really  need  to  settle  on  a  research  subject  now,  and  if  Scott  thinks  
hitchhiking  is  an  interesting  subject  it  must  be  good  enough  for  my  PhD  research!     
  
After  I  made  up  my  mind  on  hitchhiking  travel  in  China  as  my  research  subject,  I  spent  
about  a  month  browsing  online,  mostly  reading  about  hitchhiking  experiences  shared  
by  Chinese  travellers,  in  order  to  decide  whether  there  was  a  specific  aspect  about  
this   phenomenon   that   is   of   particular   interests.   I   eventually   decided   to   focus   on  
gender  in  hitchhiking,  mainly  because  the  gendered  notion  that  it  is  easier  but  more  
dangerous   for   female   to   hitchhike   recurred   in   a   large   number   of   accounts   of  
hitchhiking  travellers  (and  also  repeatedly  noted  in  research  of  hitchhiking  as  I  found  
out  not  long  after).  As  I  began  reading  about  feminism  and  gender  theories,  I  became  
quite  passionate  about  investigating  in  gender  in  hitchhiking  travel  in  China,  probably  
due  to  the  connections  that  I  felt  with  such  gender  theories  as  a  gay  man  (e.g.  when  I  
first  read  Connell’s   theories  of  masculinities   in  her  classic  book  Gender  and  Power,  
1987   as   someone  who   had   been   seen   as   a   feminine   boy   since   a   very   young   age).  
However,  when  I  undertook  the  reading  of  the  feminist  and  gender  theories  that  could  
be   loosely   put   under   ‘poststructuralism’   or   ‘postmodernism’,   I   suddenly   felt  
overwhelmed  by  such  arcane  ways  of  theorising.  I  can  still  recall  that  I  spent  a  month  
reading  Butler’s  renowned  Gender  Trouble  (1990)  without  understanding  much,  if  any,  
of  its  ideas  (and  I  couldn’t  help  feeling  stupid!).  Later  in  reading  about  the  body,  my  
attempt  at  her  Bodies  that  Matter  (1993)  was  not  successful  either  –  and  I  remember  
in  reading  the  Introduction  I  had  to  read  almost  every  sentence  for  a  few  times  in  order  
to  gain  a  very  vague  idea  about  what  is  being  said.  Again,  under  the  pressure  of  making  
progress  in  my  research,  I  sought  recourse  to  books  and  papers  that  discuss  Butler’s  
theories  (e.g.  Salih,  2002).  This  eventually  helped  me  to  grasp  a  general  idea  about  her  
understanding  of  gender  and  the  body,  which  I  wrote  into  my  confirmation  report.  In  
other  words,  my  understandings  of  Butler  were  largely  from  secondary  accounts  (and  
only  restricted  to  Gender  Trouble  and  Bodies  that  Matter).  With  hindsight,  it  seems  
odd  that  I  insisted  on  Butler’s  esoteric  ideas,  especially  considering  at  that  time  I  had  
not  a  clear  idea  as  to  interpreting  my  research  through  her  theories.  Yet  there  was  
something  irresistible  about  the  troubles  I  had  in  reading  Butler,  which  I  cannot  name  
still.  To  date,  although  I  have  read  and  re-­‐read  a  great  deal  more  (and  compared  to  
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two   years   ago   probably   have   a   better   understanding)   of   Butler’s   oeuvre   and   have  
developed  a  much  more  clear  idea  of  using  her  theories  in  my  research,  I  still  time  and  
again  feel  that  I  have  not  firmly  grasped  what  I  read  about  Butler,  and  often  wonder  
whether  my   understanding   of   Butler   is   good   enough   to   be   used   so   extensively   in  
guiding  this  research.  
  
Whilst  I  have  proposed  thematic  analysis   (TA)   in  my  confirmation  report,   I  was  not  
entirely  certain  about  the  analysis  method  for  my  research  at  that  time.  In  fact,  I  had  
considered   Foucauldian   Discourse   Analysis   (FDA)   as   it   seemed   to   align   with   my  
theoretical  understanding  of  power  and  gender.  After  I  returned  from  data  collection,  
I  expressed  my  intention  of  interpreting  my  data  through  FDA  in  a  meeting  with  my  
supervisors.  The  problem,  of  course,  was  that  although  I  had  a  general  idea  about  FDA  
(as  in  what  purposes  it  serves)  I  was  not  trained  in  this  analysis  method.  Although  Paul,  
one  of  my  supervisors  who  is  familiar  with  FDA,  recommended  some  reading  for  me  
to  get  a  sense  of  how  FDA  is  conducted  and  how  an  FDA  is  presented  in  writings,  I  was  
still  not  entirely  confident  about  conducting  a  satisfying  FDA  after  all  the  reading.  I  
struggled  for  some  time  between  returning  to  TA,  a  method  I  was  more  familiar  with,  
and  taking  up  FDA,  a  method  I  felt  less  comfortable  about  but  for  me  seemed  to  be  
more  suitable  for  interpreting  my  data.  It  is  during  this  struggle  that  I  came  across  with  
writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry  when  I  was  casually  reading  the  thesis  by  Roy  (2013).  I  
had   not   a   clear   idea   about   this  method  of   analysis   at   that   time  besides   seeing   its  
potential   of   releasing   me   from   the   struggle   of   deciding   on   a   certain   method  
(specifically  between  TA  and  FDA).  From  Roy’s  (2013)  adaptation,  I  got  a  sense  that  it  
was   a   method   that   aligned   with   poststructural,   feminist   and   queer   thinking.   I  
proposed  this  method  to  my  supervisors  and  they  seemed  to  be  convinced,  or  perhaps  
just  happy  about  that  I  was  finally  moving  away  from  deciding  the  method  of  analysis.  
The  problem  about  this  method,  of  course,  was  that  there  was  no  guidance  in  how  to  
do  it  besides  telling  me  to  write.  It  remains  as  a  marginal  analysis  method  although  it  
was  proposed  as  early  as  in  1994  (Richardson,  1994)  and  the  literature  on  it  are  mostly  
theoretical  and  methodological  discussions  rather  than  practical  instructions,  which  
although  was   useful   for  me   to   ‘justify’  my   choice   of   this  method   later,  made   the  
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writing  of  my  findings  particularly  disorganised  and  some  of  the  arguments  I  made,  
perhaps,  less  tenable.     
  
These   stories   I   presented   above   reveals   some  moments  when  my   decisions  were  
made  not,   or   at   least   not   entirely,   based   on   a   comprehensive   understanding   of   a  
certain  research  subject,  of  a  certain  theorist,  or  of  a  certain  research  (or  precisely  
analytic)   method,   although   such   decisions   were   to   a   large   extent   justifiable   and  
justified  at  a  later  stage.  I  have  recently  read  in  a  magazine  article  (Evens,  2018)  about  
Hegelian  understanding  of  history,  which  proposes  that  the  purpose  of  history  can  
only  be  understood  retrospectively.  This  means  that  it  is  the  result  that  gives  its  cause  
the   appearance   of   necessity.   This   seems   applicable   to   my   experiences   of   doing  
research  as  a  doctoral  student.  It  seems  for  me  the  making  of  many  critical  decisions  
of  my  research  were  contingent,  and  the  justifications  often  came  afterwards.  Whilst  
I  do   not   intend   to  generalise  my  own  experiences,   I  hope   to  provoke   the   thinking  
about   the   exclusion   and   trivialisation   of   such   irrational   aspects   in   presenting   the  
research.  Reflexivity  is  not  new  in  tourism  scholarship  (Ateljevic  et  al.,  2005),  and  the  
recent   years   has   witnessed   the   attention   from   some   tourism   researchers   to   the  
relation  between  emotional  negotiation  and   research  practices   (e.g.  Munar,  2018).  
But  it  seems  such  reflections  have  largely  been  consideration  of  one’s  identity  or,  for  
ethnographers,  experiences  in  the  field.  The  moments  of  uncertainty  and  emotionality  
in  a  doctoral  students’  mundane  life  of  reading  and  writing  (as  opposed  to  the  time  of  
being  away  for  data  collection)  I  presented  above  seem  often  left  out  in  the  final  text  
but   nevertheless   are   indispensable   for   the   production   of   the   thesis.   I   sometimes  
wonder  whether  there  is  a  tendency  in  academia,  or  tourism  academia  in  specific,  of  
breaking  up  with  these  moments   in  order  to  establish  the   identity  of  a   competent  
academic,  to  an  extent  that  to  reveal  the  experiences  of  such  moments  is  terrifying.  Is  
there  a  fear  to  speak  about  one’s  emotions  and  desires  in  doing  research?  What  is  at  
stake  in  confessing  that  one  makes  certain  decisions  about  the  research  by  virtue  of  
impulse,  anger,  disgust  or  even  indifference?  What  does  it  mean  to  ‘come  out’  as  a  
researcher  as  such?     
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Limitations  of  the  Research  
  
The  first  (and  the  most  prominent  in  my  view)  limitation  that  I  would  like  to  consider  
is  one  that  concerns  the  Butlerian  account  of  agency  that  I  adopted.  In  Chapter  3,  I  
have  attended  to  some  of  the  prominent  critiques  of  Butler’s  understanding  of  agency  
for  not  adequately  capturing  the  capacity  of  the  individuals  (e.g.  McNay,  1999;  2000;  
2003;   Mills,   2000).   Whilst   I   have   addressed   these   critiques   and   justified   my  
appropriation  of  Butler’s  theories  in  this  research,  the  (feminist)  debate  on  agency,  as  
I   also   indicated,   have   not   been   settled   (and   perhaps   never  will).   In   this   sense,  my  
engagement  with  Butlerian  theories  inevitably  runs  the  risk  of  neglecting  some  other  
ways   of   understanding   agency.  What   if,   for   instance,   capacity   of   the   individuals   is  
emphasised  in  understanding  agency  as  insisted  by  McNay  (1999;  2000;  2003;  2004)?  
This  seems  to  be  an  important  question  to  ask.   In  particular,  most  of  the  empirical  
studies  of  women’s  tourism  that   I  have,   implicitly  or  explicitly,  critiqued  to  various  
extents  (e.g.  Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Bell,  2016;  Berdychevsky,  Gibson  &  Poria,  2013;  
2015;  Jordan  &  Aitchison;  2008;  Jordan  &  Gibson,  2005;  Seow  &  Brown,  2018;  Wilson,  
Holdsworth  &  Witsel,  2009;  Wilson  &  Little,  2008;  Yang,  Khoo-­‐Lattimore  &  Arcodia;  
2018)  have  made  considerable  efforts  to  claim  the  capacity  of  individual  women  in  
terms  of   resistance  and  empowerment   in  a   tourism  context.  Whilst   I   intended   the  
‘trouble’  that  I  made  to  advance  our  understanding  of  gender  and  tourism  through  
provoking  productive  debates,  an  account  that  complicates  agency  inevitably  make  it  
difficult   to   ‘grasp’   resistance   and   empowerment   (as   some   commented   on  Butler’s  
theories;  e.g.  Mills,  2000).  This  may  seem  particularly  problematic  considering  that  I  
am  a  man.  Am  I,  through  complicating  the  notion  of  agency,  inadvertently  hindering  
the  feminist  project  that  so  many  (female)  fellow  researchers  have  spared  no  efforts  
to  pursuit?  If  I  were  a  woman,  would  I  still  have  preferred  a  Butlerian  account  over  
those  accounts  that  highlight  the  agentic  possibility  of  individuals?  To  considered  this  
requires   a   deep   self-­‐reflection.   As   a   man   from   a   middle-­‐class   background,   I   have  
certainly  enjoyed  many  privileges.  Equally,  however,  being  Chinese  and  gay,   I  have  
also  suffered  considerably  (see  the  hostile  social  and  cultural  environment  for  queer  
individuals  in  China  in  Chapter  4;  see  some  of  my  experiences  of  being  a  Chinese  gay  
man  in  the  reflexive  note  in  Chapter  5  and  the  analysis  in  Chapter  8).  In  other  words,  
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privileges  and  sufferings  are  experienced  simultaneously  (not  to  mentioned  that,  at  
least   for  me,   privileges   and   sufferings   are   not   always   readily   distinguishable).   This  
renders   considering   constraints  and   resistance   (or  agency)  a  perplexing   task.   I  was  
drawn  to  Butler’s  theories  as  they  seem  to  capture  the  complexity  and  ambiguity  in  
my   own   subjective   experiences.   In   all   likelihood,   this   approach   that   I   took   in  
understanding   gender   in   hitchhiking   travel   (or   tourism   in   general)   will   be   argued  
against,  and  in  some  ways  the  value  of  this  research  lies  in  its  potential  of  being  argued  
against,  as  it  is  in  those  moments  that  this  limitation  of  my  understanding  of  agency  
turns  into  real  opportunities  of  advancing  our  knowledge  of  gender  in  tourism.  
  
In  light  of  the  intersection  among  gender,  sexuality  and  other  aspects  of  subjectivity,  
another  limitation  of  this  research  is  that  intersectionality  is  not  sufficiently  examined.  
Whilst   I   have   emphasised   the   intersection   between   gender   and   sexuality,   other  
categories   such   as   ethnicity   and   age   have   only   been   briefly  mentioned.   However,  
ethnicity,  for  instance  (and  in  particular),  is  a  significant  notion  in  hitchhiking  travel  on  
South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route.  There  is  a  contradiction  in  constructing  the  Tibetan  lift-­‐
givers   as   dangerous   and   as   hospitable.   Whilst   ethnicity   (and   other   aspects   of  
subjectivity)  may  not  appear  as  directly  relevant  to  gender  as  sexuality,  scholars  have  
argued  for  the  need  to   investigate  the   interrelationships  of  gender,  class,   race  and  
ethnicity  (e.g.  Yuval-­‐Davis,  2006).  In  this  research,  it  seems  that  ethnicity  and  gender  
can  be   linked   through   the  dangerous   Tibetan   lift-­‐giver.  On   the  one  hand,   inferring  
from  the  discussion  in  Chapter  7,  the  dangerous  Tibetan  lift-­‐giver  is  most  likely  to  be  
conceived  as  a  male;  on  the  other  hand,  Tibetan   lift-­‐giver  are  constructed  as  more  
threatening  than  Han  Chinese  lift-­‐givers.  Thus,  it  is  the  constitution  of  the  dangerous  
Tibetan  male  lift-­‐giver  that  needs  to  be  further  explored  in  this  case.  In  addition,  I  have  
not  sufficiently  attended  to  the  issues  of  age  and  class  (often  associated  with  financial  
capability,  as  I  alluded  to  in  Chapter  6)  in  hitchhiking/lift-­‐giver,  and  consequently  its  
intersection  with   reciprocity   in   the   hitchhiker   –   lift-­‐giver   relation,   which   in   turn   is  
entangled  with  gender  relations  in  hitchhiking  (see  Chapter  7).  Furthermore,  although  
the  possibility  of  the  ‘plurality’  of  both  the  hitchhiker  and  the  lift-­‐giver  is  noted,  it  has  
not  been  closely  examined.  In  particular,  whilst  some  of  my  female  interviewees  (and  
participants   in   general)   hitchhiked   in   pair/group   with   other   female   hitchhiking  
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travellers,   I   have   not   explored   the   implications   of   such   female-­‐only   settings   for  
understanding   gender   relations   in   hitchhiking.   To   a   large   extent,   the   relatively  
inattention  to  these  aspects  is  due  to  the  focus  of  this  research  being  on  gender  and  
sexuality.  This,  in  a  way,  is  inevitable  as  each  of  these  aspects  may  generate  a  study  
that  is  the  same  length  and  depth  as  this  one.  Thus,  I  see  them  as  areas  for   future  
research  rather  than  issues  that  needs  to  be  fully  addressed  in  this  current  research.     
  
The  third  limitation  I  would  like  to  discuss  concerns  writing  as  a  method  of  inquiry.  
Although  this  method  of  analysis  allowed  me  to  ‘cross’  TA,  FDA  and  self-­‐narratives,  
such  ‘crossing’  is  not  unproblematic.  To  begin  with,  all  the  three  methods  have  their  
own  shortcomings.  For   instance,  FDA   is  critiqued  as  not  being  able  to  “account  for  
emotional   investments   individuals  make   in  particular  discursive  positions  and   their  
attachment  to  those  positions”  (Willig,  2008,  p.123-­‐124).  This,  in  a  way,  points  back  
to   the   issues   of   agency.   In   my   deployment   of   FDA,   the   focus   has   been   on   how  
gendered   subject   positions   are   made   available   by   discursive   regimes.   I   have   not  
managed   to   account   for   individual   differences   of   those   who   take   up   the   subject  
position  of,  for  instance,  the  female  hitchhiking  traveller.  In  addition,  there  is  the  issue  
in  regard  to  whether  these  different  analytical  approaches  are  sufficiently  integrated  
in   the  writing/analysising.   For   instance,  although   I  have  occasionally  presented  my  
experiences  in  Chapter  6  and  Chapter  7,  most  of  the  self-­‐narratives  are  in  Chapter  8  
(and  even  in  Chapter  8,  the  self-­‐narratives  are  largely  separated  from  the  discussion  
of   the   potential   homosexual   lift-­‐giver).   This   may   indicate   that   I   have   used   self-­‐
narratives  largely  independent  of  TA  and  FDA.  Thus,  the  self/other  dualism  and  the  
researcher/researched   dualism   remain,   in   which   case   the   ‘queerness’   of  
autoethnography  is  to  some  extent  lost.  In  fact,  there  are  many  uncertainties  about  
the  imaginary  of  ‘crossing’  various  analytical  approaches  through  writing  as  a  method  
of   inquiry   that  need   to  be  considered.   In   fact,   there   is   still  much   to  be  debated   in  
regard  to  whether  to  deploy  and  how  to  deploy  writing  as  a  method  as  inquiry,  which  
remains  as  a  relatively  niche  method.     
  
  
  
 280 
Implications  for  Future  Research  
  
This   research   has   confirmed   that   studying   the   phenomenon   of   hitchhiking   can   be  
fruitful  (Laviolette,  2014;  O’Regan,  2013;  2014).  However,  it  has  only  offered  a  glimpse  
into   this   intriguing   research   subject,   and   much   about   hitchhiking   remains   to   be  
uncovered.  Future  research  about  hitchhiking  can  explore,  as  mentioned  above,  other  
categories  in  addition  to  gender  and  sexuality  such  as  race,  ethnicity,  age  and  even  
the  number  of  hitchhikers/lift-­‐givers,  and  how  these  categories  are  intersected  with  
gender   and   sexuality   to   reveal   the   complex  mapping   of   power   that   institutes   and  
sustains  each  of  them.  Little  attention  has  been  paid  to  the  playing  out  of  these  other  
categories   in   hitchhiking   besides   the   brief   discussion   on   racial   relations   and  
generational  relations  in  the  hitchhiking  phenomenon  in  the  1960s  and  1970s  Britain  
in  Rinvolucri’s  (1974)  study.  Yet,  some  of  the  findings  in  research  suggest  that  ethnicity  
and  financial  capability   (often  considered  as  associated  with  age),   for   instance,  has  
significance   in   understanding   the   phenomenon   of   hitchhiking   (at   least   hitchhiking  
travel  in  the  South  Sichuan  –  Tibet  Route).     
  
In  addition,  hitchhiking  in  cross-­‐culture  contexts  may  also  be  an  interesting  area  for  
exploration.  During  my  fieldwork,  I  have  met  Westerners  visiting  Yuannan  and  Sichuan  
areas   in   the   hostel   where   I   volunteered.   Some   of   these   (often   white)   foreigners  
learned  about  Chinese  travellers  hitchhiking  around  these  areas  (and  Tibet  areas  –  but  
foreigners  are  not  allowed  to  travel  to  Tibet  independently)  and  were  keen  to  do  the  
same.   In   addition,   I   also   have   imagined  what   it  would   be   like   if   I   hitchhike   in,   for  
instance,   the   UK.   This   can   serve   to,   of   course,   understand   the   racial   and   ethnic  
dimensions  in  hitchhiking.  Moreover,  as  travelling  by  hitchhiking  in  countries  that  has  
different  culture  from  the  travellers’  home  country  can  pose  as  an  interesting  case  of  
cross-­‐culture   interaction   in   tourism   (presuming   that   travellers   will   have   the  
experiences  of  being  picked  up  by  the  local)  due  to  the  uniqueness  of  hitchhiking/lift-­‐
giving   as   a   social   situation.   Crucially,   such   thinking   of   hitchhiking   in   cross-­‐culture  
contexts   is   to   a   degree   premised   on   understanding   hitchhiking   in   various   cultural  
contexts  beyond  the  West  and  China,  hence  implicitly  calling  for  further  research  of  
hitchhiking  in  different  countries  and  regions  around  the  world.     
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The   critical   understanding   of   gender   and   hitchhiking   in   a   tourism   context   gained  
through  the  close  engagement  with  Butler’s  theories  also  calls  for  future  studies  of  
gender  (as  well  as  sexuality)  in  tourism  that  underpinned  by  prominent  feminist  (and  
queer)  theories  (Chambers  &  Radić,  2018;  Cohen  &  Cohen,  2019).  The  appropriation  
of  Butler’s  theories  in  this  research  can  be  applied  to  understanding  other  (gendered)  
tourism   phenomenon.   Yet,   it   is   also   crucial   for   future   tourism   gender   studies   to  
explore   other   theoretical   possibilities.   For   instance,   how   can   those   queer   theories  
developed   to   understand   transgenders   (e.g.   Halberstam,   2005;   2018)   reshape   our  
understanding  of  gender  in  tourism?  Whilst  issues  of  transgender  and  transsexual  has  
provoked   considerable   theoretical   (and   political)   debates   in   feminism   and   queer  
studies   to  date,   they  are  yet   to   be  explored   in   the  contexts  of   tourism.   If   tourism  
gender  research  is  to  gain  prominence  within  and  beyond  tourism  scholarship,  it  has  
to  participate  in  some  of  these  current  important  theoretical  (and  political)  debates  
that  are  happening  in  the  wider  feminist  and  queer  scholarship.     
  
9.4  Becoming  Queer,  But  What’s  Next?:  Staying  with  the  Trouble  
  
In  this  research  I  began  becoming  familiar  with  (some)  queer  theories,  becoming  queer,  
as  a  researcher  as  much  as  an  individual.  Queer  thinking,  as  well  as  (poststructural)  
feminist  thinking,  have  great  impact  on  my  seeing  the  world  and  being  in  the  world  
beyond  the  scope  of  this  research.  Therefore,  this  research  may  have  come  to  an  end,  
but  the  troubles  of  being  queer  as  an  individual  and  as  a  researcher  remain.  What  kind  
of   future   is   awaiting   me   in   terms   of   the   struggles   I   have   with   my   family   as   a  
homosexual   child?   Regardless   the   differences   between  my   experiences   of   being   a  
Chinese  homosexual  man  and  that  of  any  other  Chinese  homosexual  man  (or  woman,  
or   other   queer   subjects),   I   have   also   been   through   (and   is   still   going   through)   the  
devastating  pressure  from  the  family  as  I  briefly  reflected  on  in  Chapter  5.  I  sometimes  
consider,   perhaps   more   than   ever   in   this   transitional   stage   from   a   student   to,  
potentially,  a  researcher,  pursuing  a  career  in  the  UK  or  in  any  countries  other  than  
my  home  country  China  –  just  to  not  be  around  my  family,  not  to  have  to  ‘fake’  my  
sexuality  on  a  daily  basis,  and  not  to  have  to  cope  with  the  pressure  for  a  (heterosexual)  
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marriage   in  every  family  gatherings   (which  for  my  family  is  quite  often!).  However,  
there   is  also  a  heart-­‐breaking  feeling  about  having  to  avoid  all   these  by   ‘going  out’  
(Jeffreys  &  Yu,  2015),  by  being  away  from  the  people  that  I  love  because  I  hope  to  live  
a   homosexual   life,   a   dilemma   to   this   point   seems   to  me   cannot   be   resolved.   This  
dilemma,  to  an  extent,  also  applies  to  my  research  career.  Insofar  as  sexuality  research  
is  heavily  constrained  in  China  due  to  the  socio-­‐political  contexts  (Ho  et  al.,  2018),  it  
appears  that  ‘going  out’  (or  rather  ‘staying  out’)  is  perhaps  the  only  option  that  allows  
me  to  continue  to  engage  with  critical  and  radical  ways  of  understanding  gender  and  
sexuality  in  my  future  research.  In  fact,  it  is  questionable  whether  ‘queerness’  (of  both  
the  research  and  researchers)  will  be  accepted  in  China’s  academia.     
  
Recently   I   came   across   Haraway’s   book   Staying   with   Trouble:   Making   Kin   in  
Chthulucene   (2016),   where   she   argued   in   the   disturbing   and   troubling   times   in   a  
damaged  earth,  for  humans  and  other  critters,  staying  with  the  trouble,  rather  than  
(1)  the  faith  for  a  rescue  from  the  advancement  of  technology  or  from  god,  and  (2)  
the   ‘game-­‐over’   attitude   that   it   is   too   late   and   it  makes   no   sense   trying   to  make  
anything   any   better,   is   a   more   serious   and   interesting   business.   Such   a   notion,  
surprisingly,  helps  me  to  see  that  be(com)ing  queer  perhaps  is  to  stay  with  the  trouble,  
neither  dreaming  for  a  sudden  rescue  nor  giving  up  being  or  doing  because  it  is  too  
late  or  it  makes  no  sense.  The  unsettling,  disrupting  and  threatening  power  of  being  
queer  to  normalisation  is  derived  from  the  queer  subjects  being  unsettled,  disrupted  
and  threatened.  In  this  sense,  perhaps  the  struggles  that  I  have  as  a  queer  individual  
and  a  queer  researcher  should  be  embraced  –  even  though  I  have  not  yet  (or  have  not  
been  brave  to)  figured  out  how  to  mobilise  such  struggles  to  challenge  the  norms  that  
render  me  queer  at  the  very  first  place.  The  key  is  to  continue  to  be  in  trouble,  to  be  
troubled  and  to  make  troubles.  
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Appendix  1  Self-­‐Assessment  Form:  Ethics  (SAFE)  
Self-­‐Assessment  Form:  Ethics  (SAFE)  
  
Response  ID   Completion  date  
160708-­‐160702-­‐
21694675  
22  Mar  2017,  12:19  (GMT)  
  
1   Project  title   Hitchhiking  Travel  in  China:  
Gender,  Power  and  Bodies  
  
2   Chief  Investigator:   Xiongbin  Gao  
2.a   Email  address:   xiongbin.gao@surrey.ac.uk  
  
3   Level  of  research   PhD  
3.b   If  this  is  a  PhD  study  please  provide  the  name  
of  your  supervisor/s  
Scott  Cohen;  Paul  
Hanna  
  
4   Does  the  study  require  review  by  an  NHS  
Research  Ethics  Committee?  
No  
  
5   Does  the  study  involve  the  inducement  of  
MORE  than  minimal  stress  to  the  participant?  
No  
  
6   Does  the  study  involve  children  under  16  
years  or  other  vulnerable  groups  such  as  
those  16  and  over  who  may  feel  under  
pressure  to  take  part  due  to  their  
connection  with  the  researcher?  
No  
  
7   Does  the  study  involve  prisoners  or  young  
offenders?  
No  
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8   Does  the  study  involve  the  new  collection  or  
donation  of  human  tissue,  as  defined  by  the  
Human  Tissue  Act,  from  a  living  person  or  the  
recently  deceased  according  to  the  Human  
Tissue  Authority?  
No  
  
9   Does  the  study  involve  any  of  the  following  ...   No  
  
10   Are  you  planning  to  access  records  of  and/or  
collect  personal  confidential  data,  concerning  
identifiable  individuals  as  defined  by  the  UK  
Data  Protection  Act  1998?  
No  
  
11   Are  you  linking  or  sharing  personal  data  or  
confidential  information  beyond  the  initial  
consent  given  (including  linked  data  gathered  
outside  of  the  UK)?  
No  
  
12   Will  you  collect  or  access  audio/video  
recordings,  photographs   or  quotations  within  
which  participants  may  be  identifiable  and  
with  the  intention  to  disseminate  those  
beyond  the  research  team?  
No  
  
13   Does  the  study  require  participants  to  take  
part  in  the  study  without  their  knowledge  
and/or  consent  at  the  time?  
No  
  
14   Does  the  study  involve  deception  other  than  
withholding  information  about  the  aims  of  the  
research  until  the  debriefing?  
No  
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15   Do  you  plan  to  offer  incentives  which  may  
unduly  influence  participants’  decision  to  
participate?  
No  
  
16   Does  the  study  involve  activities  where  the  
safety/wellbeing  of  the  researcher  may  be  in  
question?  
No  
  
17   Do  you  think  that  any  other  significant  ethical  
concerns  may  arise,  or  does  your  external  
funding  body  or  sponsor  require  ethical  review  
to  be  undertaken?  
No  
  
18   Could  the  behavioural/physiological  
intervention  possibly  lead  to  discovery  of  ill  
health  or  concerns  about  wellbeing  in  a  
participant  incidentally  even  if  the  
intervention  in  itself  causes  no  more  than  
minimal  stress  is  to  the  research  participant?  
No  
  
19   Are  you  investigating  existing  working  or  
professional  practices  among  participants,  
identifiable  to  yourself  as  the  researcher  at  
your  own  place  of  work  (this  may  be  the  
University  of  Surrey  or  another  organisation  
where  you,  your  supervisor  or  coinvestigator  
work)?  
No  
  
20   Is  the  research  proposal  to  be  carried  out  by  
persons  unconnected  with  the  University,  but  
wishing  to  use  staff  and/or  students  as  
participants?  
No  
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21   I,  the  undersigned,  confirm  that  I  have  read  
the  Ethics  Handbook  for  Teaching  and  
Research  and  the  Code  on  Good  Research  
Practice.  I  understand  that  the  project  may  be  
monitored  and  audited  by  the  University  of  
Surrey  to  ensure  that  it  is  carried  out  in  
accordance  with  good  practice,  legal  and  
ethical  requirements  and  any  other  guidelines.  
I  understand  that  the  protocol  and  any  
associated  documents  such  as  information  
sheets  and  consent  forms  should  have  version  
numbers  and  dates.  If  I  make  any  significant  
changes  to  my  protocol  I  understand  that  I  
should  complete  the  self-­‐assessment  again.  I  
am  also  aware  that  any  knowingly  wrong  
answer  to  any  of  the  questions  below  and  any  
research  misconduct  reported  may  lead  to  
disciplinary  measures  after  investigation.  In  
case  of  dissertation  projects  or  theses,  the  
provision  of  knowingly  incorrect  information  
or  proven  research  misconduct  may  affect  
academic  progression.  
  
I  agree  
21.a   Name   Xiongbin  Gao  
21.b   Date  self-­‐assessment  form  is  submitted   22/03/2017  
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Appendix  2  Consent  Form  
  
!
!
Consent'Form''
!
'Hitchhiking'Travel'in'China:'Gender,'Power'and'Bodies'''''
'
' ' Please'initial'each'box!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!'
!
•! I! have! read! and! understood! the! Information! Sheet! provided! (version! 1,! date! 10/03/2017).! I! have! been!
given! a! full! explanation! by! the! investigators! of! the! nature,! purpose,! location! and! likely! duration! of! the!
study,!and!of!what!I!will!be!expected!to!do.!!!
!
•! I! have! been! advised! about! any! disadvantages/risks/discomfort! on!my! health! and!wellEbeing!which!may!
result.!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
!
•! I!agree!to!comply!with!the!requirements!of!the!study!as!outlined!to!me!to!the!best!of!my!abilities.!!
!
•! I! agree! for!my! anonymised! data! to! be! used! for! this! study! /! future! research! that!will! have! received! all!
relevant!legal,!professional!and!ethical!approvals.!
!
•! I!give!consent!to!the!formal!interview!to!be!audio!recorded!
!
•! I!give!consent!to!anonymous!verbatim!quotation/photographs/audio!recordings!being!used!in!reports!
!
•! I!understand!that!all!project!data!will!be!held!for!at!least!6!years!and!all!research!data!for!at!least!10!years!
in! accordance! with! University! policy! and! that! my! personal! data! is! held! and! processed! in! the! strictest!
confidence,!and!in!accordance!with!the!UK!Data!Protection!Act!(1998).!
!
•! I!agree!for!the!researchers!to!contact!me!to!provide!me!with!a!study!results!summary.!
!
•! I!agree!for!the!researchers!to!contact!me!about!future!studies.!
!
•! I! understand! that! all! data! collected! during! the! study,! may! be! looked! at! for! monitoring! and! auditing!
purposes!by!authorised!individuals!from!University!of!Surrey!where!it!is!relevant!to!my!taking!part!in!this!
research.!I!give!permission!for!these!individuals!to!have!access!to!my!records.!!
!
•! I!understand!that!I!am!free!to!withdraw!from!the!study!at!any!time!without!needing!to!justify!my!decision,!
without!prejudice!and!without!my!legal!rights!and!studies/employment!being!affected.!!
!
•! I! understand! that! I! can! request! for! my! data! to! be! withdrawn! until! publication! of! the! data! and! that!
following!my!request!personal!data!will!be!destroyed!but!I!allow!the!researchers!to!use!anonymous!data!
already!collected.!!
!
•! I! confirm!that! I!have!read!and!understood! the!above!and!freely!consent! to!participating! in! this!study.! ! I!
have!been!given!adequate!time!to!consider!my!participation.!
!
!
!
Name!of!participant!(BLOCK!CAPITALS)!! ! ......................................................! !
!
Signed! ! ......................................................! !
!
Date! ! ......................................................! !
!
!
!
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